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Dear Messrs. Nylander and Sherwood:

HE 100-D PONDS CLOSURE PLAN, REVISION 0, NOTICE OF DEFICIENCY
T

ABLE (D-1-1)
se find the enclosed NOD Response Table for the 100-D Ponds Closure Plan,
sion 0. This NOD Response Table addresses the State of Washington
rtment of Ecology comments received from the NOD transmittal on

1993. )

Should you have any guestions or require any additional information, please

contact Mr. G. I. Goldberg, DOE Richland Operations Office, on i76-95852, or
Mr. F. A. Ruck, Westinghouse Hanford Company, on 376-9876.
Sincerely,
A
/f C 2

lepans s A KD R
T T [\J D. Bauer, Program Manager
oo 0ffice of Environmental Assurance,
- END:GIG - Permits, and Policy

DOE Richland Operations Office
o i 51‘314151877@
: , g . p v B
e o e
R. E. ££rch, Deputy Director  [m %Jfg’p q
- .. --Restgration and -Remediation __. g_- %{Jm."‘ &)r
- Westinghouse Hanford Company — fk A ,,,&;f
& A
.nclosure <.
-..D. L. Duncan, EPA w/n encl. T
- A.D. Huckaby, Ecology w/o encl.
- - M. T. Janaskie, EM-442 w/o encl.
_ ..._ S._M. Price, WHC w/o encl.
T F. A. Ruck 111, WHC w/o encl.
- R. F.-Stanley;-Ecolegy w/c encl.
CHAME  HEA_NAR wionel
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| | L Lo
_No. ; ! ; f L | j LommPnns/Resmonse ': ' '\ :3 Concurrence
\ ! o :
l. P@rt A Forms aectﬁ@n i P]ease prbVIdP a copywof va1510n m ﬂ LOPy of ReV1§1bm 2
‘has been 1oca1ed and \is not needed. . S o

H%C Response A Copy of this supew4edpd document w111 be supp]:eﬁ ‘ ‘ f
i |
2. l 1/34- 35‘ Dur1ng a Unit Managet's mePtlnq on July 1, ‘19@3 ut was explaanéd'ﬁhat a
decision had recently been made to discontinue usage of the 100-D; Ponds. IF this
umderstandlng is qrrvcl delete or modlfylthe description thmt the unlt ls‘be1n@

permitted under WAC 173-216. L |

WHC Response ‘A dec1>10n by RL to 1mpﬂement the 183 D Water 1rbatment Fac1ﬂ1t&
deactivation plan before June 1995 was documented at the October 12, 1993, 100-D.
Ponds Unit Mamager Meeting. Subsequent to that Unit Manaqer s Meut1ng, a d@c1§1mn
to cease d15cnarges tp the 100-D Ponds by June, 1994, has been foirmalized. b
Consequent]y, the upit is no Tonger being perm1ttpd under WAC 173-216 and all
reference to cont1nued use of the unit for liquid wastp dlspcsa1 after RCRA‘cIosure

will be deleted from c]osure plan text. - R .

3. 1 -1/48-52 and 1- 2/1 14 It is stated that "the proposPd c]osuré %trategy is clehn
cposure to be based oh the analytical results of pond characterization sampling that
is already complete."! Closure for this unit will bé conducted in accordance wntq
WAC 173-303. Specifically, WAC 173-303-610(ii) reqliires that the unit be closed 'in
such a way that a dangerous waste and dangerous waste constituents be controlled,
minimized or eliminated to prevent escape of contaminants, leachate, contamlndied
ryn-off,. or degradat1on products to the ground, surface water qrnundwater or the
atmosphere As this is a land-based RCRA un1t designed for di: sposal with an
estimated lnventory disposed at the unit, ana]ytlcal resylts of pond
characterization sampling” will be 1nsuff1c1ent to achieve closure in accordance
with WAC 173-303. Delete the above referenced proposal. In addition, it should be
noted that WAC 173-303- -010(2)(1ii) and 173-303-650(&) require removal or
decontamination. During closure of the unit, it must be shown that all appiicable
medias and equ1pment/accessorles associated w1th the unit have been removed or
decontaminated to the standards of WAC 173-303- -610(2).
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WHC Response: Resource, Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976 (RChA)‘chsuré
planning at the Hanford Site'has taken the tack that characterization sampling, if
sufficiently comprehensive and jadequately performed and analyzed, can also serve as
verification sampling to prove ithat the upit is free of RCRA contamination abgve'
regulatory cleanup levels.. The 'cleanup ltevels anticipated to be: appropriate for
unit closure andfre?dily achievable without unit remediation are: residential,| ‘
health-based levels (WAC 173-303-610 [proposed]). Consequently, it is anticipated
that comprehensivie chayacterization sampling that identifies no contamination above
specified regulatory cleanupilevels will qualify the site for clean closyre. This
sampling system was esitabliished to avoid a second round of sampling where onel'round,
if done properly, would suffice., It will also address such units as the 100-Di
Ponds, where the contaminants mapaged at the site (acids/bases as indicated in the
Pant A permit application) are not realistically expected to persist.

However, it is recognized that Phase I sampling may not have fully characterized the
unit. Therefore, all appropriate portions of the closure plan will be revised to
include information regarding a Phase II of 100-D Ponds sampling to ! complete TSI
unit characterizatign. Phase Il sampiing will undergo a formal data quality -
objectives process (DQD) process! to resolve such issues as sample location, 1ist of
analytes and action levels. ‘Phase Il sampling is not, however, expected to entail
analysis for the Full Appendix IX suite of analytes.

| S
Additional sampling would be performed only if Phase I and Phase II sampling results
indicated the necessity of 100-D Ponds media decontamination or removal in order to
meet specified health-based cleanup Tevels. The additional sampling would tikely be
verification sampling after such decontamination/removal. Wherever possible, such
sampling or decontamination/removal will be performed in conjunction with the
schedule and methods established for the 100-DR-1 operable unit.
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1-2/14-17. It isfinappropriafe;to‘deferFa$soci§ted cleanup/closure activities
rplated to this RCRA unit to jremediation being conducted by{anoth@r unit and another
program. As RCRA/CERCLA integration guidance is upavailable at this.time, "
addressing the proposed closurie activities associated with this RCRA unit will be
cpnducked in accordance 'with WAC 173-303, where: applicable. Delete the statement.

f o , ' ‘
WHC Rgsponse: The basis and vational for integrating characterization sampljing and
remediation activities for RCRA treatment, storiage) and/or. disposal (TSD) units and
past-practice units that share proximity, proce%se$, or waste streams is provided
within the Hanford Federal Fac'ility Agreement and Consent Order (Tri-Party
Agreement) (Section 5.5). Such an arrangement is particularly logical at units such
as the 100-D Pohds, where the remaining contamination is expected to be derived only
from past-practice activities., The Tri-Party Agreement recognizes this condition as
being applicable to the 100-D Ponds and so specifically assigns this TSD unit
(Tri-Party Agreement Disposal Unit, D-1-1) to the 100-DR-1.0perable Unit for | |
purposes of remediation. o L \ L : '

L
\ ' \

‘ , L - : . |
Further, the regulators and. the regulﬁtions fully recognize and encourage unit: :
integration in Prder to avoid physically inconsistent actions by the RCRA and the
past-practice units. In Paragraph 79 of the Tri-Party Agreement the regulators have
voiced the desite to avoid such physically inconsistent actions by the two units.
The only way to ensure this: is, to have the two units working together wherever
possible, i.e., working to the same schedule and cleaning up to the same, standards.
This regulator desire is directly reflected at Hanford by the establishment within
the TPA of coinciding submittal dates for RCRA and; past-practice planning documents.
This desire isi also directly reflected by the establishment of analogous ;
health-based cleanup levels: for the RCRA and the past-practice units. To this. end,
the Joint Committee on Risk Assessment is developing a sitewide approach joining
Hanford Site Bagsetine Risk Assessment Methodology (HSBRAM) and Model Toxics Control
Act (MTCA) requ{rements by ¢oordinating the use of HSBRAM and MTCA health-based
cleanup levels. Further, MTCA, Washington Administrative Code (WAC) 173-340-120 (8)
(a), encourages agreements, such as the Tri-Party Agreement, that can be taitored to
individual sited and will ensure more efficient remedial actions that protect human
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health and the environment. Also, for purposes: df ensuring more efficient remedial
actions while still meeting RCRA standards, RCRA'is an applicable or relevant: and
.appropriate requirement (ARAR) for past practice units.' Consequently, operable unit
‘activities in support of TSD unit|closure must. still satisfy RCRA technical
|+equ1remehts as implemented by WAC 173-303-610 and WAC' 173-303-650. ,

When the initial Tri-Party Agreement was signed, it was the intent 'of. the parties
that closure plans for those TSD facilities assigned to operable units would be
submitted in conjunction with the proposed action for the operable unit. Section
3.2 of the Trii-Party Agreement action plan states "Some TSD groups/units are
included within operable units (see 3.3 below) and, will be addressed concurrently
with past-practice activities as defined in section 5.5." Section 3.3.enhances this
statement' and continues, "The information resulting from the investigation will be
used to supplement the preparation of the Part:B applications and/or ¢losure plans
for such TSD groups/units.” In comparing the schedules’ in the initHa1-agreement, the
closure plan dates for TSDs assigned to operable units coincided with the dates for
submittal of CERCLA proposed plans or RCRA corrective measure study reports.
Subsequent to the initial Tri-Party Agreement, the date for the 300 Area process
trenches ¢losure plan was changed when the definitive schedule for the 300-FF-1
operable unit was established to keep the efforts in line with each other. The
decision not to extend the date for the 100-D pond closure plan corsistent with the
delay in the 100-DR-1 operable unit was based, on section 6.3 of the Tri-Party
Agreement Action Plan, second bullet: : | ;

"For a land disposal unit being closed in conjunction with an operable unit,! initial
investigation may show that the unit no longer contains hazardous waste or
constituents. Therefore, the unit may be "clgan closed" with no physical closure
action. Any remaining CERCLA only materials would be addressed as part of the past
practice process as designated for that operable unit."

If the 100-D pond cannot be clean-closed as stated above, any further actiom on this
closure plan should cease until such action is conducted in conjunction with the
operable unit investigation and documentation.
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. _ wa B Comments/Reﬁmese i
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1-2/17-19. . Define "remediation” as used in;the context of closure.' If compliance
mbﬁit@ring‘requﬁrememﬁﬁ are imposed related.to ground water.contamination, it is
inﬁppropriate,tp defey such activities. 'Similarly, #f remoyal of contaminaﬂed
wastes, residues, leachates, etc. is necessary to ‘achieve closure, it is b
inappropriate, to dgfe#‘such activities. The Hanfoerd: Federal Facility Agreement and
Consent Or eri(Tri-PaWty Agreement;) prodees‘for‘a simultaneous investigation of
ground water contamipation for RCRA TSD Lnits and CERCLA operable units. The
resviewer interprets this provjision {Volume 1, page 3-3) to address ground water
contamination. and ultiimately corrective action(s) as¢ociated with the units. It is
inappiropriate’ to defer~ decontamination verificatign activities related. to the RCRA
75D t@ another prograw. Delete or!modify the statement. ! Z

s . ‘ . P : . i ;
WHC Response: Compliance monitoring impbsed‘becausefof groundwater contamination
originating from the TSD unit would not te deferred to any ?ther program. ' However,
the text, as presented, laccurately reflects the division of physical remediation
responsibilities at the Hanford Site. The TSD unit will not perform groundwater
remediation at Hanford. The Tri-Party Agreement addresses groundwater monitoring
and contamination atthe Hanford Site as an aggregate'area concern and.on an
agaregate area schedule. Volume 1, Page' 3-3 of the Tri-Party Agreement specifically
estabjishes groundwater operable units tb address groundwater contamination where
multifile contamination sources are indicgted; such as for the groundwater
contaminant, plume undesr the 100-D Area.  The grcundwater opérable units are
consiclered past practice units under Section 3.3 of the Tri-Party Agreement.
Consequently, the Tri-Party Agreement recognizes tha& groundwater remediation will
be a function of the past practice unit. o

L : L ' . i

It should be noted hére that the intent of the closure plan is not to solicit
certification of TSD unit clean closure Eefbre groundwater remediation, whare such
remediation is required because of TSD unit contaminants. However, under these
conditions and if sampling indicates that TSD unit scoils are clean to health-based
standards that do not require postclosure menitoring, the unit should be allowed to
clean close. Where groundwater contamination is not from the TSD unit, such as is
the case for the 100-[¥ Ponds, past-practice unit groundwater monitoring would
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continue until groundwater remediation is complete and RCRA groéundwater monitoring
could cease. It should be noted that clean closure certification of a TSD unit
where groundwater is contaminated, but not by T$D unit operations, can be performed
byiEco]oqy‘an as 1s:being§done for the B-Pond$ TSD unit.

: ‘ | s A |
2-1/47-50. " Please confirm,that what is stated in the parentheses is consistent with
the Tatest version of the Revised Draft Final Permit For the Treatment, Storage and
Disposal 'of Dangerous. Waste. In particular, confirm thatl the definition is
cohsistent with the legal and physical description as set' forth in Attachment 2 .of
the draft permit. It is recommended that the aboveireferenced definition be cited.
WHC Respons%k This description is consistent with the Draft Hanford Facility Permit
and with the existing Hanford Facility Part A Permif Applicatién (closure plan
reference DOE-RL 1988g). } : b

! L ' | '
2-2/22-27. 'As the unit has'been utilized as a RCRA hazardous waste treatment and
disposal unit since 1977, 'the pond: influent piping and any dangerous waste
constituentslassociated with the treated and disposed wastes contained within the
influent piping or the surface impoundments (including unexcavated ash serving as
the impoundment lining, if applicable) is subject to RCRA TSD requirements and is
within the scope of this ¢losure plan. Delete the paragraph.

WHC ResPonsu: It is appropriate to attempt to establish the boundaries of the TSD
unit in a closure plan and that is the intent of this paragraph. The closure plan
attempts to clarify that the following media predate the use of the site as a RCRA
ISD:  the concrete outfall structure, piping to the outfall structure branching off
of the main 100-D Area Process Sewer System, and the ash piles that surround the
site. At Hanford, such past practice structures/components can be addressed by the
network of past-practice cperable units that have been established by the Tri-Party
Agreement across the site to address area-wide conditions and structures such as the
100-D Area sewer system. As such, these media are cutside the scope of this closura
plan.
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| ; L ! ! :
WAC 173- 303610 (2)(b)(i) limits thP re@p0n51b111ty For waste remediation/removal to
the waste managed at the site. It is the conientlon ofi the closure plan that any
dangerous waste constituents other than the corrasive characteristic dangerous waste
for which the unit was permitted; are past practice constituents. As such these
constituents are outside:the scope of th1s closuve plan.  The closure plan |
identifies an historical potent]a] for minute ambunts of mercury to have been
carried 'from process sewer.piping to the ponds after 1977 (the operational timeframe
of the; site'as a TSD unit). However, that mercurry in the process sewer system would
have bEen depos1ted prior Lo 1977 and, therefore is c]e¢?]y a past- pract1ce
consti ugnt in the process sewer;system‘ | E
!
The tpxt specifically does not delete the. aSSOC1dted transfer piping and the
overflow standpipe 1nsta119d as a portion of the TSD unit.- This portion of the text
is considered essent1a]1y accurate as pre*ented |

| i !
2- 2/37 42 A bottom sealing problem is described to have prompted the division of
the pond by the construction of a dike. Is there any indication that influent may
have exceeded the capacity bf the ponds? Similarly, has pond sediment/sTudge been
dredged at any time? In adﬂ1t1on, it' is requested that all existing aerial
photographs which include the 100-D ponds unit be made available to the Ecology Unit
Manager for review. |
! |
WHC Res ponse: There is no 1nd1catlon or report of the effluent having exceeded the
banks of either the single pond or the two ponds after installation of the dike.
There 1s no report of the ponds having been dredged for sTudge removal during their
operation as a TSD unit. However, the method of dike construction is not known,
consequently, it is possible that the north end of the simgle pond (now the north
pond), was dredged to form the dike. This could explain why the north pond is
deeper. Aerial photos of the area will be made available to the Ecology Unit
Manager.
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2-2/37-42. During the construction of 'a dike and sloping walls, where did the | f
material used for construction ﬁome frem? From the description;of the north pond on
page 2-3, lines 5-8, it appears 'that the north pond is approximately six feet deeper
than the south pond. | |:- ! ! X
WHC Response: Jﬂeghrdind‘the source of 'dike cohstruction material, please see the
response to NOD Comment 8. Regarding the different depths of the two ponds, the
depth of the north pond was derived through visual inspection. !Because it had |, |
standing water'in it, the south pond's depth was derived by measuring from the top:
of the pond banks to the water 'syrface, then from the water surface to pond |
hardpack, which was assufed to be the bottom of the pond. The difference in depth
between the two ponds was corroborated using the 100 Area Topographical Map,
H-13-000127'. This map will be ﬁdded ta the references section of, the closure plan.
: T x ‘ !
2-4/9-11. RAsh is described as being visible in the soil of the percolation pond.
How has this blackened material within the percolation pond been differentiated from
waste disposed or treated within the unit? |
: ‘ N |
WHC Response: The sandfilter backwash effluent from the 183-D Water Treatment
Facility (WTF), which represents virtually all the waste disposed of by the unit,
contains raw water (Columbia River) solids and aluminum precipitate (alum
flocculent) previously trapped within the filters. The alum flocculent is white
vhen added to the filtration process as aluminim sulfate, but becomes brown stained
by raw water solids during the filtration process. The coal ash is black. However,
the clasure plan will be revised to differentiate between site soils, alum
precipitate, and coal ash by better describing the physical characteristics of each.
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2- 4/24 29. Asﬂind1cated by Fluure 2 3, and as noted during a. Ju1y 37‘ 1993 site
visit, the pomd, are located north of the pen1meter fence and' are not secured by a
24-hour surveillance system or: an arn1F1c1al or natural barrier which completely
surrounds 1he\um1t as required: by WAC 173-30D3- HIOSJ) Milestbne M=21-00 of the
Tri-Party Agreement required the submittal of an 1nter1m status compliance
assessment fov‘fhe 100-D Ponds by March 31,: 1989, 'iThe assessment, entitled "Final
Braft Resouirce ronservat1on and Recovery Act Inter1m Status A;sessm@ﬂt of Thirtéen
Facilities," {WHC-EP-0257) 'identifies the required action of erecting .a barrier
around the facility and the posting of. s1qns visible from alil apﬂroa(hes and a
scheduled comleance date of July 31, 1989." It i< the reviewer's understand1ng ‘that
an: agreement was made to atlow for wire r0p1nq erected around|the unit 'and posting
to suffice for.ihe above referenced requ1renent An attempt to find the
documentation of such an agreement in the A¢m|n1strat1ve Record was unsuccessful.
If; documentatHun exists, pleasa provide copies: of; the documentat1oh It is als® the
reviewer's understandlng that agditional adm1n1strdt1ve controls (posting) are in
place along the river. If this is correct, p]@ase include a description of any
additional adm1n1strat1ve controls in place to' prevent unauthorized entry to the
unit. Lastly, during a July 27, 1993, site visit, two of the five: pTacards (stating
"RCRA Waste Site —- Do Not Disturb™) were noted on the ground. Please 'reattach'the
placards to thb wire roping. L ' :

{oncurrence

o : . .' |

WHEC Response: | 'Section 2.4 of thé closure plan, as'written, describes how current
15D unit poatﬁngs and Hanford site security meet WAC 173-303-310 requirements for
24--hour surve:l1ance and artificial or natural barriers. It has been agreed in the
past that the!Columbia River and the remoteness of 'the TSD unit within the
restricted-access Hanford Site, $r0v1de a natural bkarrier that meets the intent of
the WAC regarding the requiremen, for an artificial or natural barrier. Further,
additional administrative controls exist in the form of "No Trespassing" signs
posted along the banks of the Columbia River that border the Hanford Site.

It 'was noted that the verbiage on signs pasted at the unit until recently did not
reflect the intent of the WAC. Consequently, the gigns have been replaced with
signs that carry the legend, "Canger - Unauthorized Personnel Keep Qut".
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2 4ﬁ31 Sb ' PTea se Lpnflrﬂ 1f thl§ is current]y the security. ma]nba1ned at the 100 D

and DR Areas If hot modify the descrlptlon dccord1n 1y. | |
B

yHI'Respﬁnse ‘ Th)s pdragraph st1]1 accurate]y reflects the security and access to
thp'operdtTOQa] areas of the Hanford Site, wh1rh are a11 tocated north and east of
the Wye and V?k1ma barrlcades respect:vv]y b 3] o \ :
\

blagram( )/P]an(;) - The c]osure p]an does not include a detd1led d1agram or plan of
the pipes thdm cqrrj/carrled liquid effluent from individual :facilities/buildings to
the 100-D Ponds Al deta]]ed description;of the steps needed 'to remove or '
detontam1nat9 a]] dangerous waste residues and contaminated &onta1nment .yst@m
ompenents, equipment, structures, and soils during closure #s required by

AC 173-!0¢«610(1)(a)(v) m1thouqh Figure 2-2 establishes the connection of
uildings 190-DA, 189-D, 185-D, 183-D, 182-D, 190-D and 1724-'DA toc the unlt,lit does
ot include the detah] requ1red to eva]uate how these pipes will be closed ip
refation to 1he closure of the 100-D Ponds. Submit the diagrams or plans with the
next reVWSIOH of the: closure plan. j o .

| !

HHC Respmnse i Flgurn 2-1 is a comp051te|draw1ng reflecting nmst of the 1nformat1on
available on the piping layout. All available diagrams for p1p1ng that transported
the corrosives or praviously neutralized: corrosives and for piping from the 183-D
WTF, will be made available to the Ecology Unit Manager. Fur'ther, the closuye plan
will be c¢larified by revising Figure 2-1 or by adding other i1gures that morﬁ
clearly indicate the chronology of process sewer flows 'to the site of the 100-D
Pands TSD un1L 1

Chapter 2.0. 'A detailed descrlption of the ash disposa1 basin which provides a
description of elevational contouring has not been included in the closure plan In
addition, Chapter 2.0 does not include descriptions of information obtained from the
geslogic lags available for wells instalied within the area, descriptions of
materials (soil, sand, gravel, ash, etc.) visually noted at the unit, description of
conditions encountered during sampling events (sediments, hardpack, etc.).
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HHE Res%onse | As much detail as is known regarding the 188 D Ash’ D1sposa1 Basn1h
(ADB) has been, included in the plan. Figures F%-15 and F5-18 (Chapter 5.0, '
Groundwater) dep1c¥ the thickness' of backfill at the 100- D Area and a prowlde a -
se%t1on view df the: depth of backf1l1 at the 100-D Ponds.: Backfill is predumlnant]y
flyash from the 188-D 'ADB and was: used throughout the s1te (5.3.5.1.1). A1l th
information for Figure 5F-18 was|takén from driiling logs of Groundwater Monitorimg
Wells D8-4, D&-6, and D5-13. A current elevational contouring of the unit will be
provided as indicated in response to NOD Comment 9 regarding the addition of unit
topographlca] lnformatlon to the|¢1osure plan.

An extrapolation of well-log information dep1cted in Figure F5-18'presents the !
11ke]1hood thdt the; settling pond. does not penetrate the soil/ash barrier and that
some .or all of the. perco]atwon may penetrate the soil/ash barrier. However, such
extrapolation is conjecture
Regardlng a more comprehens1ve descr1pt1om of materials (soil, sand, gravel, ash,;
etc.) please see the response to NOD Comment 10. A more comp]ete'description of |
copditions encount@red during samp]1ng (sediments, hardpack, etc.) will be added  as
requestnd : |

\ ‘ ‘ - i ! \
Figure 2-3. ﬂuringga visit to the unit on July 26, 1993, it was noted that a mound
of material exists within the northern pond/basin on the western end of the basin.
Without identifying elevational contours, it cannot be determined if the contours of
Figure 2-3 are drawn correctly, but it appears that the mound is not accurately
reflected on the fuqure _Also, as the elevations of the ground surface of ground
water monitoring wells have been surveyed as well as the ground surface on the ftop
of the hill located along the eastern edge of the unit, additional information of
the surrounding elevations is requested to better understand the ash and gravel

contact{s) associated with the unit.
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WHC Response‘ Figure 2-3 us intended t0|prov1de'a gehewa] overhead ﬁlew of the
unit, its components and the access road. It was not:intended to provide [
topqgraph1cal details. The figure will be simplified tp eliminate umexp1anned
contour lines. -Regarding including additional information about the! surroundlng
elevations to better undereiand the ash and gravel: centﬁct( 5}, please see reﬁponse
to NO$ Comment! 14.: | . S
3-2/40-42. It\]s ﬁnapproprtate to make a statement such as. th1s w1tﬁout pruv1d1ng a
detailed description of how, the determlndtlom would be made’ between ontamwnatlon
resulting from past practlge act1V1t)es and TSD operation activities. Due to the
design of the 100-D Area process: sewer system, allimaterials directed to the 100-D
ponds (upon 1nﬁtlat|on of the surface impoundment &s a RCRA:TSD unit) are Jwaect to
be decontaminated pr removed in accordance with WAG 173-303-610 standards " Due to
the Tack of documentation of materials directed tol the sewer system, '40 CFR 264
Appendix IX constituents will be required to be evaluated for closure, The#efore,'
unless it can b% proven that 40 CFfR 264 Appendix IX constituents were not directed
to the unit, delete the sentence and modify the closure!plan accordingly to reflect
that 40 CFR 264 Appendix IX constituents will be eua1ua1ed during closure of the
RCRA unit for decontamination or removal, In addition,: should be noted that even
though pond influent piping and coa] ash may have predated the unit as a RCRA TSD,
the unit (including ancillary equlpment and underlying materials const1tut1mq
surface impoundment sides or bases) will be c1osed‘1n\aucordance thh
WAC 173-303-610 due to the unit's useges as a RCRA: TSD ”n]tL

|

| :
WHC Response The referenced sentence will be de]éted as superf]uous

|
Regarding the appropr1ateness of full Appendix IX sampling at the 100-D Ponds the
Westinghouse Hanford Company/U.S. Department of &nergy {WHC/RL), Richland Operations
O0ffice (WHC/DOE-RL) position is that by using available site history and process
knowledge, the plan has reasonably characterized as quite low the potential for
significant contaminated discharges from the 189D MDL buildings to the process sewer
system and subsequently to the 100-D Ponds. A preliminary review of Phase I
sampling analytical results seems to corroborate the contention that analysis for
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the full Appendlx IX\suute of anaiytes is not Just1I1e ' As indicated in the
response to NOD, Cmmment '3, the DQO process for Phash IM ﬁamp]ung wuﬂ] addrﬁss ‘
samp]rng concerns such as the list pf ana1ytes . L
oot I
Reqard1ng coa1 esh amd 1nf]uent‘p1pﬂng as TSD unit meduan under]y{mg Matermal
constituting the surfaces of the impoundment that are (omtam1nated wiﬁh waste |
managed by the TSh, are the responsibility of the RERA unit, i.e., the closure plan
will document themr remed1at10n/remnval Ancillary - equ1pment” parf1cu]ar1y 100-D
Avrea Process Sewey System pliping,iis past practice for the reasons stated in the
rasponses. to NOD Comments 3, 4, and 7 and is, therefore,!as intended by the
T¢i-Party . Agreement outs1de the scope of this closure plan. However, whether the
contamination originates from past-practice or RCRA TSD-unit 0peraf1ons the
Tri-Party Agreement ensures eventual site cleanup tb levels that protect himan
health and the eénwironment - ‘even where it coordinates RCRA remed1gt1bn w1th |
operab]e unit sehedule ! methods and cleanup 1eve1h N

|
3-2/47. De]ete the WOrd1nq whlch\1nd1cates that mercury as a poteht1a] contam1nant
in the unit is a "past pract1ce constituent.” For the Teasonlng|descr1bed|abov
under comment 3+ 2;40 42, mercury and other 40 ,CFR 264 Appendix IX ronst1tuent¢ will
bp considered RLRﬂ TSD c0n¢t1tuents'for purposes of closure.

NHC Response: Through h1sior1ca1\51te information ﬁnd process knowTedge Hhe
ctosure plan has presentied the contgntion that, the potential for mercury deposition
te the 100D Area Process Sewer System ceased in 1974. This date is three years
before the sewer was diverted to the ponds and six years before the effective date
of RCRA regu1at|ons Therefore, mercury in the 1000 Area Process Sewer System has
reasonably been considered a past practice constituent. If the plan is not clear on
this point it will be revised. | E
: | I
Mercury in the 100-D Ponds is also reasonably ‘considered a past practice
constituent. This is because the potential for mercury to have been carried from
the process sewer system to the site in heavy coal ash sTurries before 1968
(pre-RCRA} is far greater than the potential for mercury to have been later washed
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from the sysLem under How-flow conditions fwbm the 183 D NTF especi a]]y as thp
sewer system had been Purqlmq utse]f for three years. Héwever in a 'worst-case
condition, the plan recognizes. a|slﬁght pot@mth] for meyr-cury depo‘iflon at the
immediate outfall point of unit influent piping. This depos1t1qn would Tikely have
occurred iduring' the first years of the ponds operation, prior to their regulation as
a RCRA TSD unit. Th1s p0<s1b1]1ty Was addrpss¢q by sampting for erﬁury at this
location. K L I, I . ,

4-1/41. The‘ Pntence shou]d read " . . the }890 MDL OCCaSIDHd]]y dlscharged
corrosive or, prev10us1y neutrdllzed corrosive 91f1ubnts . ‘ ,
WHC Respmnse. ]ext w111 be revised as requesthq W |
4-3/1-7. A Qetd11ed descr1p11on of the adh d1$posa1 basin and 1he ausoclated pond
excavatlon has not been included in the c]o;ure p]ap The brief de%cr1ptlon T
included on Page 4-3 states that “[t}he quantlty of' coal ash actua?ly remaining at
the unit after excavat1on of ‘the ash ba51n is indetkrminate. This is because |
pre-excavation ash depths are unknown and therefore' the 30 feet deep exc vatlon may
or may not have penetrated the ash basin's dsh19011'barr1er A deta11ed |
description of the unit and surrounding coal agh contacts is requpsted ‘Figures .
5-15 and 5-18 def1ne the "approximate thickness of backfill in the 100- D Area." It
is noted that no differentiation between bakauﬂl and fly ash is made. It is d150
noted that the 100-D, Pond ground water monitoring well logs of Appendix 5A do not
clearly distinguish "black s#nd,“ "gravelly sand" apd "fly ash" to provide a
differentiation between the backfill and fly ash. A detailed description of the
unit and surrounding coal ash/backfill/soil/gravel/etc. contacts based upon visual
inspection and any useable information such as that' obtained from the geologic logs
avajlable for wells jinstalled within the area is requested. It should be noted that
during a July 27, 1993 visit to the unit, the ash/gravel contacts noted across and
through the ponds appeared to oczur at the top of the ponds and to be dipping in a
westerly direction. From visual inspection, it appears that the basins were
excavated through the ash into underlying soil/gravel.
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WHC heﬁponse: For a description of thp unit and surrounding-ash:contacts and to
diffferentiate between flyash and backfill, please see the response to NOD :
Comment 14. '"Black' sand” and "gravelly sand"; a$ identified in well logs, will be
defined in the closure plan text. = . = = o o

‘ , ‘ ‘ .

4-3/22-24. ﬁery 1itt1e‘ha$ been corroporated:by|thé referehced previ?us pond water

samplihg. Considertng percolation rates for tha pond water, would any mercury be

axpected to be detected? It can be argued thatjthe‘dete¢t1£ntofimercuny, as
indicated by Table 4-4a, corroborates just the opposite.: It is ﬁnapprupriate to
make this statement at this time without having %ampled applicable medias where

mercury would most 1ikely be‘expecteﬂ to be founp. Delete the sentence.
. . | | ' ! ‘ . . ' ' | | O
WHC Response: The %enténce will be deleted as réquested. : i o

; - - 1 t ! |
Table 4-4a. The purpose of the table is questioned. Witho(it knowing' what the
samples were'subjeq{ed to during the EP toxicity' analysis, the regu1t£ cannot be
interpreted to have significant meaning. In addﬁtiﬂn, for regulatory' purposes, the
sampling event represents the sampling of pond water that existed at one given time.
There is not .certification of the pond water beihg representative of the pond water
typically directed to the unit. [In addition, Ch%pter 2 establishes that inventory
records for the unit and the seven buildings is limited or lacking altagether.
Therefore, the results of Table 4-4a may represept the pond water at the time of
sample collection, but conclusions cannot be drawn from the results to represent
anythiqg more. ! :

WHC Response: Table 4-4a will be replaced with Phase I pon& water sample results.
Since this site began operations in 1977, the on*y water "typically directed to the
unit" was the nondangerous effluent from the 183-D WTF. The only other water of
significance 'directed to the process sewers, and, therefore to the unit, were the
small and infrequent effluent discharges (Table 1-2) from the demineralizers which,
because of their potential for corrosivity, qualified the unit as a RCRA TSD.
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4-3/30-37. 'Delete the three senten es. The unlt descr1pt1on of Chapter 2
ésiab11shes “that the unit was (onne ted to at 1na tlseven different buildings via
piping. 1h? unit description of (hapt9r 2 also'establishes that inventory records
for the unit and the seven bu1|d1mg> is limited oy 1ack1ng altogether. The
description of Chapter 3 also pstab!1shes that mercury, contamination remaining 1nw
the piping Lould have been lePCth to the unit’ ai any, tlmu :

WHC Responsg The information in: th1s paragraph was pre:emtpd to inform the reader
that the presence of mercury as a RLRA constltwuny was WPlgth during the perm1tt1ng
pracess and that the permitiing process did not. identify mercury as a RCRA
constituent. However, the chronology of mercury depos1t10n to the process sewer
system and 4ubquuent1y to the 188-D Ash D]SpOSd] Basin as the future site of the
100-D Ponds .is sufficiently detailed at Page 4-3, Lines 9-20, that the paraqraph
heginning a{ Line 30 and end1ng at Llne 39 can he dpleted as requested.

4-3/37-39. ‘DE]L1E the sentpnce There is no need tOIexplaln why mercury was not
added to the Part A Permit Application.

WHC Response: Please seg the response to NOD Comment 22.

4-4/15-18. The second paragraph of the Tri-Party Agreement, Section 6.3 states, |
"[t]he TSD units containing mixed waste will normally be closed with cons1deraﬂloh
of all hazardous substances, which includes radioactive constituents.’

Consequently, the focus of this closure is not limited to exclusively address1ﬂg the
dangerous waste constituents. Because the dangarous and radiocactive components of
the wastes directed to this unit cannot be separated, it is not feasible or prudent
to address the constituents separately. Delete the paragraph.

78

rence



25.

I B iy !

. ; ' . : 1 FUpE R REOEy g it
R I [ S I ! Liid g ﬁ"qr E",‘.é‘ LV Fil Wt
: | ! | ' AT Y I A I R

! ! i 1 . ! P .

S . 10 momns é[LosunE PLAN REVISION 0 o
o - | o ‘N()T\]CE OF UEFI(.IENCY RESPONSE TABLE :

- | :‘CommemtsVResponse 5. o

January 12, 1994
Page 17 «of 78

Concurrence

‘ F [ | : T

HHC ResponseL The parégraph in th@ Tri- Party Agreement referenced hy the reyiewer
goe$ on to state, "Wazhrdous substances not 'addressed as pa%t aof the TSD closure may
be addressed under CERCLA past- pracffke (rPP) authority in atcordance with the
process def]ﬂed in Secltion 7.0. It should be noted here that Sect]on 7.0, "Past
Practice Processes,” ajso incTudes RGRA past-practice units: such as| the 100-DR-1
operable unit. The seqomd bullet under Section 6.3 of the Tri-Party Agreement
action plan provides for clean-closing a land d1spo%al unit: for hazardpus wastes or
con*t1tuents only, and deferrlng CERGLA-only wastes to the past-practice activity.
Further, the only place in the Tri-Party Agreement that specifically indicates that
the|rad1ologlca1 ‘component will be addressed in a TSD unit closure action is Volume
1, Section 6.3.2, "Closure as a lLand; Dlspnsal Un1t "' Consequently, the paragraph of
the ;closure p]an text referenced by the PPVTEWEF 1s'mccuratp as wr1uten and does not

rpqulre revision to mewt regul atory |ntenﬂ ‘ ! N 5

P!
4-4,39-42. be]ete or rewrite the sentence.  The unit descraptmon of Chapter 2
Pstdb1lshes that ;the 'unit was connected to 3t least seven different bulildings via
piping. The unlt description of Chapter 2 also estab]1shes that inventory records
for ‘the unit and 'the seven buildings!is ltimited or Tacking altmgeth&r The
description of Chapter 3 also establiishes that dangerous wastes or dangerous waste
constituents rema1n1mg in the 'piping could have been d1rect d to the unit at any
time. |

WHC Response' The referenced sentence will be revised to rphd; "The only dangerous
wastes documented to have been discharged to the ponds are the acid and caustic
demineralizel regenerative solutions designated within the Part A Permit as D002
corrosive characteristic dangerous waste.™
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4-5/1-4. Delete the paraqraph The un1t'descr1pt1om.of Chapter 2 e&tab11shes that
the unit was gonpected Ito at least seven different bul]d1mgs via piping. The unit
description of Chapter 2 also establishes that 1nventmry records:’ for the unit and
the seven buildipgs is Timited or 1ack1ng altogether. | The qescﬁnptlon of Chapter 3
also establishes, that dangerous wastes or:dangerous waste .constituents remalnlng in
the piping could have been dlrected to the, un1t at amy time. .

WHC Response: The re1erenced paragraph w1]1 be de]etqd as be1nq an unnpcessary
restatement of prev1ous closure p]an port1oms

Chapter 5.0 and 1/1“415 R1though ground water mon1tor1ng at. the lOG D Ponds is
stated to be conducted in accordance with! the interim status gruund water
requirements of 40 CFR 265, Subpart F, 40 CFR 270.1(c} requires;an eQUHVa]ency
determination. Also, Sect1on 6.3.1 of the Tri-Party Agreemgnt quu1res the
documentation, that ground water has not beeri adversely iimpacted: by the' un]t as
described in WAC |173-30G3- 645. Therefore, the ground water monitoring program
described in (hapter 5.0 shou]d be upgradap to be conducted in accordance with the
final facility status. qround water mon1tor1ng requlrement¢ qf WA 173- 303 645,

WHC Response: Regardlng an’ equlva1ency determ1natlon, it is the WHC /RL contention
that the submittal of. this clesure plan to regulators\(EPA and Icologyﬁ fully
complies with the intent of 40 Code of Federal Regu?atrons (CFR) 270.1 (¢) (5) (ii)
(A) for un1ts operating under 1nter1m status.

During a postclosure period, the groundwater monitoring pfoqram would Tikely be
essentially a continuation of the current monitoring pirogram revised to include
unit-specific: 1nd1cator paranetPrs but would also be as stipulated in the
Postclosure Perm1t App]Icatlon | The unit operates under Interim Status and although
closing under WAC 173-303-610 sfandards as required by the TPA, groundwater will
continue to be addressed under Interim Status.
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This unit is not opeﬁatﬂng under a Final Staé@s Permit that would specify 'danderous
waste parameters and|1ihﬁté.! The interim status groundwater monitdring program'is
apbropriate‘anq1sufﬁicientifqr{purp05es of RCRA groundwater closure verification.
The interim-status groundwater ‘monitoring system for the 100-D Ponds meets all the
technical requirements of a firal status groundwater moriitoring program due té its)
being supplemehted to include parameters of goncern from TSD-unit and loperable-unit
operations. This supplemented program is based on RCRA Past-Practice :Operable Unit
RCRA Facilities Invqstﬂgation/gorréqtive Measures Study (RFI/CMS) sampling rEEuTts
and earlier groundwater monitoring inesults. It can bé further supplemented using
TSD-unit 'sample results and TSD-unit process knowledge and histoirical iinfgrmation
identifying those constituents with a potential 'to have been mankged at the sﬁte.
. ‘ N i 3 \ . I ! I | : i
The EPA'$ Office of Solid Waste and Emergency' Reésponse (GSWER Policy Directivk #
9476.00-18 and OSWER Memorandum # 9476.1989(08)) recognizes that unit closure using
the interim status program data is feasible, permissible and desirable. This intent
is made ¢lear through duidance for using interim-status, groundwater monitoring
program information for: final unit closure where such a:program fis supplerniented to
include monitoring for 'dangerous waste constituents that icould be reasonabyly
expected to have existed at the site. The closure plan will be revised to include
notification of the Waste Informatian Data System (WIDS) database to énsure operable
unit (OU) groundwater monitoring/cleanup is notified of TSD unit-specific
comtaminants as potential groundwater parameters. ! ;
. : ' . | !

Under the current interim status "indicator evaluation" monitoring program, the unit
is not adversely affecting groundwater regardind the foun indicator paramsters: pH,
conductivity, TOX and TOC. The interim status monitoring program has idemtified an
area equivalent to the extent of 100-D effluent recharge as being cleaner :than the
surrounding chrome/tritium plume. Because of the low level of risk ident-ified by
hte current program, groundwater is not scheduled to undergo extensive Appendix IX
samplingito select parameters for monitoring and possible decontamination
vewrification.
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fhamter 5.0. The ramoya1 and detontam1nat1on to be achlevpd durlng closure of thls
un1t|must be | demonstrated for ground water. The goal at clostre is to leave rno
materials at|the unit which require furthel care. By virtue of this unit be1nq .
utilized for d1sposaﬂ it is 1mp]1ed tHat wastes and/ar resmduﬁs will be remaining’
at the site.  The goa] at closure is to assure that these remd1nnng wastes and/or
residues are. managed in a manner that: protects human health and the env1ronmemt
Therﬂfore, it is important to demonstrdte that ground | waterwh%% not been adverse]y
impacted by this unit. If it is found that this unit has adversely impacted the
groqnd water (ije., th closure performance standardsiof WAC }73-303-610 cannot/ be
achieved), clean c]nsure is not an option. The c]osure plan dbes not address this
determ1nat1on of opﬁlons o SR

[ ‘ ; [ !
HHC Responsg* This| unit was constructed and operated to accept the nondangerous
effluent from the 183-D WTF. The demineralizer regenerative effluents containing
corrosive (or prev1nusly neutralized ¢orrosive) D002 waste for which the unit was
RCRA permitted, |represented only a tlny fraction of the total: Maste volume managed
at the un]tT This dangerous waste is m0t|axpected to remain; consequent]y, the

reviewer's contention that dangerous wastes and/or residues must still exist at the
site does not acknowledge the condltloms under which this and many units at Hanford

were RCRA permltted

Tt is, true £hat 40 CFR 260.10 def1n1t|ons regarding disposal 1ac1]1t1es assume that

there will be waste remaining in place at :the unit at the time of closure. It is

alsc true that the TPA describes this TSD unit as a dusposa] anit; (D-1-1). However,

the Part A permit application differentiates this unit's processes as both disposal

{D0&4) and treatment (T04). The permit application recognizes the disposal process
as applying to the nondangerous 183-D WTF. Tiquid effluent and: the|treatment process

as applying to the corrosive D002 danqerous waste. These corrosives were expected

to have been neutralized by: the successive discharges of acids and bases, the vast

quantities {millions of gallons) of neutral pond water, and the calcareous
constltuents of soils lining the ponds (4.1.2.1).
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Further lpond water tESLIHQ has |nd1(at9d norma1 pH ab'the ponds and the 100-D Ponds
Grouhdwater Impact Asse@smen1 (WHC-EP- 0666) nnd1cat9 ‘that TSD unit constituents are
not adversely affecting groundwafer | They. are e, thowever, contributing toi.a slightly
elevated pH (8.5-9.0) af the!point of compll¢ncé‘attrnbutab1e to react10n% cauSed by
clean pon'dl water flushirg thf‘ouqh the as.h/l:a(_kﬁ . o N

\ | ' . ’
Regard1nq|an gption forrun1 ticlosure: where TSD un1t managed const1tuents actually do
adversely affect groundwater‘ the closure plan hou1d riot expect clean-closure
certification 'of the TSI} unit until Qroundwater conidnnnat1on i's remediated. Also,
regardleds of the sourcé ofigroundwater contamination, no groundwater comtam1nat10n
will be undetected or wnremhd1at&d I And as reqiired tsy the Tri-Party Agreement., any
such reméd1at10n by the operable'unit must meet :RCRA qtaﬁdards by adhprenre to all
RCRA tachn1ga1 requ1remwnts Please see a1so thp rpspon e to NOD Comment 5.

|

5-1/17. !Page xiii, 11mws a 9, of the Part A ﬁomms apqt10n 1nd1cates that the Part
A, Form 3, addre551ng the 100-D Ponds, was originally submitted in August 1986.
Pr0v1d9 4 chronological history Pf the well monltorlnq program and explain why the
monitoring program wds\uot begun' until 1991 Please include any app]1cab!e
comp11dnc9 schedu]es addre<51ng the mon1tor1nq progran1

|

WHC Respomse ‘ Milestoni M- 24 14 of the Tri- Pdr ¥ Agreement 'stated that 4
groundwater m0n1torlgg wells would be installed at the 100-D Ponds by December 31,
1991. ¢ wells were compieted before this date, meeting the milestone, “and
sampling 'subsequently was 1m1t1ated This 1n1onmat|om will be added to the rewised

Closure Plan. : | ; : \

5-1/21. lt is stated that the statistical compar1son‘ of the indicator monitoring
program "will be made."” Upon revision of this ﬁ]an. update the indicator monitoring
program data and include the statistical comparison results. In addition, please
provide an example of a statistical camparlsnn which identifies which Stdt]St]Lﬂ]
method was utilized.
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WHC Response: A_hescrﬁptiqn of:istatistical méthodS'wil] be addéd?tb §eqtion 5.2.1.
Updated indicator parameter data and the statistical comparisons q?h provided in the
RCRA Quarterly and Annual neports, which are sibmitted to theiRggwﬂatqr%.

o o o o . o 1 L ‘
5-1/22. The text cqrrect1yf1dentif1es that this phase of mon{tmrih@|is commony
called "indicator evaluation" but incorrectly equates it to what is commonly
referred to as "detection” moniteoring. The veferenced "detection" monitoring
program is a similar program of 40 CFR 264.98. For the purposes of this closure
plan, it /is inappropriate to equate the two monitoring programs without 'showing that
final fagility standards of 40 CFR 264 or WAC 173-303 are met; Delete the phrase
"or 'detection' monhtoringg” C b :

. ‘ S 1 - S
WHC Response: The term "detection" is incorrect and will be replaéed;wﬂth;

"indicator evaluation.”

5-1/40-41, 5-2/44-52, 5-3/1-4 and Figure 5-1. The referenced itehs describe a
ground water monitoring network comprised of: the required one upgﬁadﬁent and three
downgradient wel¥s. . The referenced item also propose to use the data generated from
two wells for statistical comparison evaluations. In addition, Figure 5-1 shows
well D8-5 installed approximately 500 feet away from  the point of compliance. In
addition, considering the ground water data and structural information of Figures
5-16, 5-17, 5-20 and Figures 4-10, 4-11 and 4-12 of "Groundwater Impact Assessment
Report for the 100-D Ponds" (WHC-EP-0666), it is reasonable to conclude that ground
water ftow paths range from a northwesterly to a northeasterly direction.

Therefore, the justification for the placement of well D8-5 is required. The
justification may be presented in accordance with 40 CFR 265.90(c) or 265.91(a)(3).
If the justificakion is not available or cannot be accepted, an additional well will
be required to be installed at the point of compliance and to be utilized for
statistical comparison purposes to fulfill 40 CFR 265 Subpart F requirements.
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WHC. Response The ]ocailﬂn of Well D8-5 dnd the dec1s1mn nut to: use data from that
well in statistical comparison, were chusen based an discusgions between U.s.
Deparbment of Energy (DDE), Westinghouse Hanford Company, aqd iU.S5. Department of
Ecology, (Ecoyogy) (Ms. K. Kowalik and | o M1che]ena) The der1qaon was
documented in a telephone conference memorandum|and in a letter from D@E and WHC to
Mr. 7. Nord of Ecology.: That letter is appended to an Inglneerlng Change Notice of
the 100-D Ponds groundwater monitoring plany which has been 'transmitted to the
reviewer. An additional well will not be 1msta1]ed yntil thlﬁ conflict within

Ecology is reso]med R | K !1 ! | .

5-2/25-27 and Appendlx 5A Please provﬁde en explanation fmr‘thé lelection of
20-feet screen 1engths . oo

WHC Response- Trl Party Agreement Mllestone M-24- QO spec1f|e° thaJIgroundwater
monitoring wells w111 be "...screened over no more;than 15 Feet of the aquifer
unless otherwise apﬁroVed by Ecology..." During well constructlon. approximately 15
feet of screen is p]aced belmwlthe water table and: 5 feet above, to intersect any
“floating" constltuents and to allow for water table f]uctuations

5- 2/32 34, The referencedlplaq is required to be 1nc1uded W1th1n the closure plan
and W111 be reviewed fgr approval when made availahle. |

| L i
WHC Response The qroundwater|m0n1tor1ng plan was subm1tted to Eco1ogy in 1991,
Another copy of the plan was ‘recently provided to the reviewer. It is currently
referenced in the cToswre plan and will remain in the plan by reference only.

| !

5- 2/3‘ The referenced iteém indicates that the 1aboratory-ana1yt1ce] methods are
"adapted" from "Test Metheds for Evaluating Solid Waste: Physical/Chemical
Methods." Explain the referenced adaption. In addition, the: method numbers
identified in Appendix 5B are not familiar to the reviewer. Please equate the
numbers of Appendix 5B to those of SW-846 test methods, if possible. It should be
noted that any madifications to the required methods of WAC 173-303-110 should be
submitted to Ecology in accordance with WAC 173-303-110 prior to their use.
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NHC‘Response The text W111'be changed to state that ana]yt1ca1 methous dve the
same as SW-846, except for constituents that iare not listed in SW-846. A reference
table will be! provuded with the revised Appemd1x 58 to show what method c0des

correspond to what analytical methods. ;k_ | |
5-2/36-38. A'description of: procedures fer qround water sample | co]]ettlon and |
"field chem1ch]“ Measurements is requ1red to 'be included w1th1n -the closure and will

be rev1ewed for approva] when made ava11ab1p

WHC Response Genera] summarles of the protedures for samp1a collection and fleld
measurements will be added tolthe text. References are provided for the complete
procedures, which are in controlled manuals (e.g. Environmental | Investrqatlon ‘
Instructions, WHC-CM-7-7). Ecology has accets to these procedures. It is neuther
practical nor des1r4b1e to 1n¢1ude the pracedures in the C]osure Plan itself.
\
5-2/44-45. Depending: upon the resolution of the placement of well D8-5, the
mon1tor1ng frequency ﬁay be SUbJECt to change.
! ' i

WHC RegponSE' Pleaue see the response to! NOD Comment 32. . | .

| g .
5-2/46, '5- 5/15-19 and | Tab]e 5-2. From the analytes identified on Tab]e 5-2, it
appears that additional analytes are currently being monitored than are requ1wed for
the 40 CFR 265.92 program. If the additional analytes are pe1ng monitored to
satisfy 'WAC 173-303-645 program requirements, please describe the prdgram as such.
In addition, Appendix IX constituents will be required for g]osure decontamination
ver1f1cat10n purposes for other medias and are also appropriate for ground waqer
The program should inc]mde a mechanism for Appendix IX sampling for parameter
selection and decontamination verificatien. In addition, the Appendix IX sampling
results of other applicable medias related to the unit shou1d also be utilized for
parameter selection.
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WHC R@ ponse Whe\add1t10na1 Lonst1tuents are not 1m1ended to ‘address NA(

173-303~ -645, which is for final- status|fac111t1es Regarding the requ1WPm@nt fm
Appendix IX constituents analysi's 'for TSD unit medias, please see the riasponses-to
NOD Comments 3 and 16, stating that decontamination vpr1f1Lat1mn parameter' selection
will be limited to: those constituents with h1stor1ca1 and process knowledge that
indicating'a potential to have been managed at the site... Regarding ]1m1t|ng
parametﬂr selection sampling, please see the responses tb NOD Comment 27. Regard1ng
ensurnnq that groundwater and TSD unit parameters aHe consistent, p1ease‘spe the
response to NOD Comment 28 identifying steps for TSD 'unilk'and operable unat
commun!rat|on/not1f1:atﬂon regard1ng mon1t0r1ng parameter$

Table -5- 2 After p; rameter selection for ground water decontamlnat1on ver1f|cat10n
monitcring, the parameters of Tabﬂe §-2 (total organic carbon, total organic
halogen, coliform b: cteria, pheno]s etc.) should be evaluated. If certain
parameters are to be mon1¢ored in lieu of others, the substitutions: “should be
specified as well as an exp]adatlon of how the parameters are to be utl]]ZEd (i.e.
stat1=t1cal compar1>0qs or levels). - ! |
WHC Response The response to NOD Comment 38 1nd1ca1es that the groundwater
monitoring program is not attempting to exactly duplicate WAC 173-303-645
groundwater monitoring requirements and is not scheduled to perform extensive
sampling to further identify groundwater monitoring or decontamination verification

param@ters

5—3/6n9. Please provide a coﬁy of document # WHC-CM-7-7.

WHC Response: An uncontrolled copy of the manual will be provided as ;equested.
5-3/28-33. Please provide a copy of document # WHC—SD-EN—DP-043.

WHC Respoense: A copy of the document will be provided as requested.
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5:*/ 9‘33 The data for calcium carb&ndte cpntent is d11f1cu1t to read from the
prﬁpdrqd well logs of Appendix 5A. Please provide sample analyses data. - Also, the
calcium carbonatp data was noted to.wary w1de1y Please prov1d9 an 1mterpreta¢10n
uf the data., | I L o | . | ‘ :

WHF Re§pomse Ca]r1um garbonate|data are 1nc1uded in WHC-SD-EN-DP-043, wh1ch Mn]]
e provided to the reviewer. - These dde will be discussed in mare detail in, 1he
ﬁewlsed c]o urP plan. \ b

‘~?/35 38 P]Pase prqvndp a copy of fhp geﬂphy51ca1 logaing interpretation, if
chﬂalﬂe ' . ‘

HHC Responsc SomP lmterpretdtlon of

||the gPOphys1ca1 togs will be prov1ded in the
reyised;c1o sure p]an :

5-3/40-45. 'The wel15 were descr1bed to have been developed using different mpfhods
PTease provide an explanation. In add1t1on, 'please provide turb1d1ty\rewu]ts
mﬁesured toljate , i
WHC Response: An exp]andt1on for the d1fferent methods of development pump1ng will
be provided in the revised Closure Plan. Turbidity data are included in Appendix
EB. More recent data are available in the guarterly reports and in the HEIS

daﬁabase which are ava11able to Eco]ogy |
ETﬂll—Z, Please prov1de a copy of Gﬂcument # WHC-SD-EN- DP 043.

WHC Response: P]ease see the response to Comment 41. ‘
.I‘ | |

5-4/18-21. The clarification of which monitoring program will be implemented at

wh1ch time is required. ¥For purposes of closure, a ground water monitoring program

of' 40 CFR 265, Subpart F is required. For purposes of an equivalency determination

and as provided by the Tri-Party Agreement, a groundwater monitoring program of

WAC 173-303-645 is required.



47.

48.

49

50.

o . 1100-D PONDS CLOSURE PLAN Revmmn 0

be 1'% 1" | NOTICE OF DEFICIENCY RESPONSE TABLE
1 ‘ B | I 3 . ' ‘ ;

i . N

o Comments/ResDonsv

January 12,
Page 27 of 78

Concurrence

NHC Reﬁponse The cUr%'nt qrqundwater monitoring program Cﬂmp11es with 45 CFR 265,
ybpart F. Please see the response to NOD Comment 27 regarding the need for an
equivalency determ1ndt|qn and\for a final status groundwater monitdring prmgram

under HAC 173-303-645. . ! ; B

‘ ! ¥

5. -4/21-22. A descr1pt|mn ul proc&dures for!ground water samipling rot01ols and

analytical methods is required to be included within the closure plan and will be

rpwlewmd for approvaﬁ whenlmaﬂe dva11ab1e
| | ' ! . 1

HHC Response See TPSpDnSP to comment 36 | i !
5-4/47. Change the Wordlng frdm *detectlon Tevel® to "1nd1<ator'eya1uat1on‘”

[ ! ! C
WAC Response: Text will be. ruv1s#d as suggested | ; o
'si ' L
5-4/49. As stated abole, 4) CFR 265.91 requ1res three. downurad1ent wells unless
40 CFR '265.90(c) or 265. 91(a)(3) is{are) demonstrated ' Modify th1?, if necessary,

when the issue is re<01ve -

WHC Response: P]easu see the response tm NOD Comment 32 i j

5-5/1-5. If WAC 173 -303-645 standards are to be ach1eved through th1s cﬂo:ure
document, describe the standabds and identify the detection and comp1|dnce -
monutOYIng program. P ! | |
WHC Response: Please see the response te NOD Comment 27 regarding adding parameters
to supplement the minimal imte=rim-status groundwater monitoring program requirements
of 40 CFR Subpart f. Such supplementing would be done to meet the techniical
requirements of WAC 173-303-645 without assuming closure of the unit as a
final-status unit.
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)/lO Il Whe referenced ttem 1nd1ca¢es that samp1es have been mo]1ected dince
late 1991 but Appendix 5B does not appea# to 1nd1cate any samp]e co]]ecﬂ10n dates

in,1991. Please c]arlfy thw discrepancy. | i |
. | ‘

WHﬁ Responseﬂ The text w11] be corrected Samp]es were fLISt cnllected nn h9m2

ﬁ 6/7 11. The jreferenced item is noied with 1mteresf ﬁt this time,
that the initial year of background data collection Has Heen compﬂeted as well as an
additional semi-annua sampling event. As the pH meesurenents are stated to be
measured in the field, please provide the data with the NOD response.

ﬂlease :explain, why thls parameter is measured in the fIE]d

WHE Response ‘Recent pH data are available in the RFRA groundwater quarterly,
reports and the HEIS database. Measuring pH in-the fTieldi is standard protncol and
is recommended by the: Techn:ca? Enforcement Gurdance Document (EPA,

5—6/13—17. P]eafe exp]a1n why this parameter is meaaured in the Fle]d

WHC Response Measmr1ng specific conductance in the field is stamdard protocol and
ig recmmmended b( thelTechnrcaI Enforcement Guidance Decument (EPA 1986).

5J6/19f34. Describe the status of the audit and data ev«1uat1mn 1nvest1gat1om
Also, identify the available ground water monitoring options in the event the data

cénnut be utilized.

HHC Response: The following information w111 be added to the text:
audits and data evaluations are provided in the RCRA groundwater quarteriy and

annual reports. Since there is no record of organici constituents being discharged
to the 100-D Ponds, the potential loss of the TOX data should have little impact on

monitoring results.

it is a‘sumed

In addition,

Updates on
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5-7/3-4. Dé]ete oh‘qda]ifyltﬁe statement.  Currently, the statem@ntliﬁ nat ]
qualified in any fashion (i.e,, there is no description of filtering ;|
equipment /méthods, ‘no reference to studies conducted under similar conditions which

make this conclusicn, etc.). . | ,

WHC Rgsponsé: Closure plan text will be reﬁisedgto state that, althottgh some very
fine particles may ‘pass through the filters:(<0.45 microns), it is redsonable to
assume that most of the metals in filtered sa@p]es are dissolved. b !
5-7/11~13, Table 5-2 and Appendix 5B. Constituents appearing on Tablé 5-% are not
reflected inm Appengix 5B to have been analyzed. 'For example, Table §-2 indicates
that antimomy, beryllium, cadmium, cobalt, copper, tin, vanadium, etc. are to be
analyzed, but, Appendix 58 does not indicate that they were. If App&ﬁdix 5B does
not incliude: the data due to the detection cpncentrations occurring below CRQLs,

please indicate this in the text.
: ' |

WHC Responsé: P]ease‘refer to Table 5B-1 in conjunction with Table SBLZ.L A1l the
constituents analyzed are listed in Table 5B-1. Only detected constituents are

listed in 5B~2. This information is present in the text of the appendix (APP 5B-i).

5-7/42. Delete or'qua1ify the statement.

WHC Response: Because chromium was detected in most of the unfiltered samples and
not in the filtered samples, it is reasonable to assume that virtually all the
chromium is. particulate. Closure plan text will be revised to incorporate this
reasoning. ;

5-8/4-5. Delete or qualify the statement.

WHC Response: Since iron was detected in most of the unfiltered samples and not in
the filtered samplas, it is reasonable to assume that virtually all of the iron is
particulate. Closure plan text will be revised to incorporate this reasoning.
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Figure 5-4. A 100D - 100DR areas and well map generated on August 9, 1993,/'by an-
Ecology Geographic Information Systems (GIS) Specialist indidates that additional
wells exist. For example, additional wells 03-1, D2-3, D2-2, D2-1, D5-1, D+2, |
D5-22, D+1A, D5-25, D5-24, D5-23; D5-6, etc. are identified. Please update Figure
5-4 and include all wells. o ‘ S o

A ‘ : | ! R SRR o g
WHC Respanse: To the best of our knowledge,!all the existing wells are shown on’
Figure 5-4, except Well D8-2, which is dry. . Many of the wells listed by the
reviewer no longer exist; the casings were removed and no data are available.
Liste? numbers D5-22 through D5-25 are vadosé zone borings, not 'wells.

1 | ; ; C - !

5-10/43-44. Please identify which document, ;wells, or data the statement is
referencing. 1~ ' o :

WHC Response:; 'Statement will be clarified. i D
o \ ! | o | | a
5-10/33. The referenced interpretive "plume" of ground water may also be due to the
structure and an asscciated contaminant ditutien factor, as tan be interpreted from
figures %-16, 5-17 and 5-20. Either include the additional interpretation or delete
the allusion to the artificial recharge from the 100-D pondsibeing less contaminated
than surrounding ground water. When data exists to better substantiate or confirm
either {or both) interpretation(s), it is appropriate to include such information.

WHC Response: The top of the Ringold Formation and the top of the Ringold mud unit
are relatively flat in the vicinity of the D-Ponds. Artificial recharge from the D-
Ponds is the most plausible explanation for the plume of relatively cleaner water.
The statement is a qualified one ("Data... may indicate...”) and is appropriate as
written.
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5-- 21f35 ConSIderﬂng the ground water data and s{ructura1 1anrmetlon 01'

Figures 5-16, 5-17, |5- 20 and Figures 4-10, 4-11, and 4-12 of "Groundwater Impact

Assessment Report for tne 100--D Ponds" (WHC#[P Uﬁhﬁ). it 1s‘reasomab1e to cenc]ude

that ground water Flow naths range from a ndvthwester]y to a northeasterly '

dlrectwon* Modify the text accordingly.

WHC ResponSe Text | wllﬁ be revised to include' a more detalied descr1pt1on of
qroundwater flow (a]so xee the response to ummpn£ 64) ‘

F1gmre S-LO. Please 1n<1ude the river level e1avat1on for‘du1y11992.3

i i N | | | |
WHC :Response: There is. no river'stage recorder|1n the 100 D Area ' River stage is
not known, | | ‘ . | 3 \
Additional ‘Figures. | From the water level measuﬁements of Appeﬁd1x 5C, it appears
that additiona] water table contourings can be made.! Due to the varylng ground
water flow d1rect10ns in the vicinity of the 100 D Ponds and the unit's proximity
to the river, additional contourings are requested PAt a|m|n1mum contourings for
July, August, September, and October 1992 are . requested to ?e qenerated During

geneération of the contourings, p]ease include river ?eve] elevations.

WHC Response: . Maps: w1]1 be provmded to show thw water tab]e when it is high, low,
and average. The latter will be constructed of average data for a year. As stated
in the response to Lommen1 63, river stage is not recorded |n the 100-D Area.

!
6-1/12-14. De]ete 1he referenced statement. IL s _inappr: pr1dte to defer
post-closure monitoring requirements related to. a RCRA ynit to another program. If
"clean closure” cannot be achieved, a post- ~closura plan’ and a RCRA Part B permit
application will beirequired to be submitted pursuant to WAC 173-303-610(7), 610 (8)
and WAC 173-303-650(6) and should be stated as such in the closure plan.
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WHG Response: Regarding the appropriateness of deferring groundwater remediation to
th% 1001HB+3 operable unit, please see the vesponse to NOD Ccomment 5. . .}
o - Lo i ! ? ] I
6ﬂ1/14—ké.f During a Unit Manager's meetinglan July 1, 1993, it was explained that a
deqiﬁion‘had recently been made 'to discontinue usage of the 100-D Ponds. IF this
understaqding is correct, de1etq or modify the referenced seritence acqovdin@hy.

! s i = : ‘ | : L BRI

' o I [ !
WHC. Response: Please see the response to NOD Comment 2. t
6-1/18-20.. During a Unit Manager's meeting cn July 1, 1993, it was explained that a
decision had recently been made .to discontinue usage of the 100-D Ponds. [f this
unclerstanding is ¢orrect, delete or modify the referenced seritence accordingly.,

WHC Response: Pléase see the résponse to NOD Cdmment 2. | .

Figure 6-1. Revise the figure to reflect the requirements of WAC 1173-303. For
example; the sampling and analysis/data evaluation action should reflect a
characterization action. Also, the "expedited response" term is neither defined
within the closure plan, nor within WAC 173-303 and therefore should be delated.
Similarly, 'although the term "protective closure” is defined by the closure plan, it
is not defined within WAC 173-303. Therefore, delete the ovals and the term.

De]ete all references to RCRA past practice actions within the figure to reflect
only those actions relating to the closure of this RCRA unit. Also, delete Lhe term
"haalth-based levels." This term may be substituted, where appropriate, with Model
Toxics tontro1 Act (MTCA) cleanup levels, if applicable. ' ‘

WHC Response: Figure 6-1 is a closure strategy flowchart that identifies the first
step in unit closure as sampling and analysis/data evaluation. The specifics for
this flowchart are identified in Section 6.0 for aspects of closure plan strategy
and Section 7.0 for sampling specifics. The figure will be revised to identify this
first round of sampling as being for purposes of site characterization and for
closure verification where no RCRA constituents are found above clean-up levels.
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This figure willl be revised to incorporate new Ecology guidance allowing closure ‘of
the unit with contaminants remaining above batkground thresholds or limit of
quantitation (1,0Q) but below health-basedicleanup levels. The figure will use
Ecology terms “clean closure" for closure to MTCA Method B iresidential héalth—%aﬁed
levels and *modified closure" for closurelto MTCA Method Clindustrial standards.
The revised figure will eliminate: the term‘“protectiwe closure." o | f
Regarding délefion of 'all reference to past-practice ‘actions in Figure '6-1, please
see the response to,NOD Comment 4. Further, the figure accurately reflects the
Hanford strategy, guided by the Tri-Party Agreement, for cgordinating RCRA and
past-practice unit activities wherever possible. This is particulanly true where
the Tri-Party;ﬂgreement specifically assigns the TSO unit to the operable unit, as
it does in assigning the 100-D Ponds TSD wnit' to the 100-DR-1 operaq1eiunitﬂ |
The term "héaTth—ba$é Nlevels" is used to refflect clearup levels that may be above
background or LOQ but'still protect human health. Sucﬁ cteanup 'levels may be
arrived at using MTCA or HSBRAM eguations, which are essentially analogous. Tpei
deve]opment'ofﬁHSBRAM‘and its similarity with MTCA is Based on the Tri-Party '
Agreement mandate to ensure consistency of physical remediation actions of all site
units (RCRA'and past practice) by using the same cleanup levels.  Consequently, the
sole use of "MTCA cleanup levels" instead of "health-based levels" is limiting and
not necessarily reflective of the source of an agreed~dn final cleanup level,
particu1ar1} where physical RCRA unit closure activities are performed' according' to
the operable umit record of decision (ROD).
Regarding the lse of 'the term "expedited response”, Section 7.2.4 of the Tri-Party
Agreement states: " If data or information acquired at any time indicate that an
expedited response is needed or appropriate...." It is a general term in the
Tri-Party Agre?ment that bounds either a CERCLA removal action or a RCRA interim
measure, and is therefore defined via the Tri-Party Agreement. The term will be
added to the closure plan glossary.
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Fmotnbte on Figure '6-1. The draft perm1t #@r the treatment, etnraq arid [disposal
of dahgerous waste for the H nfoird facu]1ty\may conta1n a cond|r1om(s) addressing
the utilization o# Hanford | S1tewﬁde ba<kground data If the permit is effiective
prior to the approval of th1s closure plan, tand if the condition allows for the
usage of this partycu]ar dqt the footnote is acceptab]e Gtherw1se delete or:
mbdlfy the def1n1t10n of “background u ‘ } . ‘ : .
HHC Response ~ The | draft of the Hanford Facallty permlt contaih. no 11m1tatlnms '
pgardnng the | use of Hanford Sltew1de backq1ound data , \|;

6r2/¢6 De]ete the acrohyms ”RFI/CMS " wath1n ‘the RCRA progv%m the “RFIW‘acronym
represents "RCRA Facility Investigation" foy which there is a specific usage rand
definition associated. The definition of RFI is available upoh request. Hm11ar|y,
the | "LMS" acronym represents "Corrective Measure Study" for which there is a |
spedific usage ‘and definition associated. ‘The definition of CMS is avaﬁ]dble upop
rEQUest The referenced, u<age is current1y‘1ncorrect

WHC - Response Section 7.4 of the Tri- Party Agreement describes the RCRA Fad111tv
Ihvestigation/ Corrective Measure Study (RFI/CMS) process as established for
Hanford. The RFI and CMS processes weﬁe integrated into one process for Hanfcrd to
be more equivalent with the CERCLA Remedial Invest1gat1on/Feas1b11 ity Study (RI/FS)
process. Therefore the definition for the integrated RFI/CMS process shou]d be
governed by the description in Section 7.4 of the Tri-Party Agreement It is noted
that the acronym description in the front of the closure plan 'is imcorrectly shown
as Remedial Field Investigation/Corrective Measure Study, and will be changed to
RCRA Facility Investigation/Corrective Measure Study to be consistent with the
Tri-Party Agreement. Also, the use of "RCRA RFI/CMS" will be deleted throughout the
closure plan as being redundant
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As fﬁdjcated\in theﬂrd&pmn$b to NDD‘Cémment 4, TSD unit and past practice unit
adtfﬁﬂti@§ will be coordinated whenever possible and so the RFI/CMS  adronym cannot
r&a%ﬁnﬂb]y be deleted. | When the operable unit is a RCRA past practice unit, as is
the:100-DR-1 operable unit, the acronym "RFI/CMS" is appropriate to describe the
operrable unit characterization iprocess. This process information win be used by
the,TSD unit in support of RCRA TSD unit closure wherever possible. ' The deferral of
amy;RCRAlactivity to the operable unit does mnot imply that TSD unit closure will
obccur before operable-unit' completion pf TSD remediation activities'to!'RCRA
standards. . o R : o ; i;'- X

Bﬁlfﬁg. Although the term "action levels" is defined within the closure plan as
"coficentrations of analytes of 'interest that prompt an action . . .M the term'.is not
defimed by WAC 173-303. As the closure plan addresses a RCRA unit, and to avoid
confusion on this subject, delete the "action level" phrase. It:should be noted
that'a definition for “"cleanup level”, is provided by WAC | 173-340--200 which may be
utilijzed by reference of proposed WAC 173-303-61D (schedﬂlhd to be promulgated in
December 1993 to .amend WAC 173-303-610 to include WAC‘1?3—340—20$); b ,

. ! C b Co i | oo f

| closure plan and the term

"cleanup level" as defined in the referenced WAC, are not Synonymous. ' Background,
LOQ. : and MTCA/HSERAM health-based cleanup levels, are a subset of al)l raction,
levels." The response to an action Tevel ranges from further evaluation to physical
removal/remediation,. De]etinguthe;ierm "action, Tevel" would be unnecessarily
limiting and would not necessarily reflect the level of activity mandated by the
contaminant concentration. Where cleanup is being considered in, the closure plan as
the required action, the term "cleanup levels" will be used as suggested.

Nﬂciﬁequnse: The fqrm “actiod;1eve]” as defined in the

| 1
6-1/29. The ambiguous term of "contaminants of concern" is not appropriately
defiined for the function of this document. Delete the statement. A term such as
"waste constituents™ may be considered for substitution. :

WHC Response: Text will be revised by substituting the term, "contaminants of
concern®, with "waste constituents", as suggested.
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6-1/28-31. It.'is proposed 'to evaluate charactepization sampling results to

f@etermine the. absence or:presence of contaminants, " It'is indicated in the Part A

application that the unit.was utilized for dispgsal. It'is also indicated in

Chapter 4 that;estimates of "contaminants" lhave jbepn made to identify "waste

invenfory." If decontamination by remova]ihas.notﬂmccurﬁed, for purposes of the

¢losure of this unit, it will be assumed that q%spmsal has occurred. Thergefore,

revise the statement qualifying that sample analysis results will be evaluated to

determine the absence or presence of contaminants within the pond characterization

camples. It should be noted that prior to closure, the pond water (if present),

sediments, 'sludges (if present), soils, leachate (if applicable), and ground water

must lbe evaluated to determine if “"removal or decontamination” has occurred.

WHC Response: - Regarding the waste 1nventoﬁy, the 'only dangerous waste documented in
the Part A, Form 3, is the demineralizer recharge effluent that may have been
corrosive-characteristic dangerous wastes as it was discharged to the process sewer
system and' subsequently to the 100-D Ponds, Physical "removal" of soils has not
accurred; however, removal df the corrosive characteristic through neutralizing has
occurred, followed by disposal of the neutralized 'effluent to the soil column.
Please see also the respohse to NOD Comment 28. A1l other wastes (mercury. and shop
chemizals from drains, etc.) discussed within the c¢losure plan were presented as
only having a lpotential to have been discharged to the sewer system feeding the
ponds, and then at such small quantities as to be undetectable at the ponds when/if
spilled (Section 3.4, Lines '45-49). Where sampling indicates that these
contaminants do not exist, at the unit above requlatory levels requiring physical
removal or decontamination, such removal or decontamination obviously need not
occur. Where the closure plan is not clear in identifying the presence of any
constituent other than corrosives as being potential only, the closure plan will be

clarified.
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6-1/31-33. Delete; the sentence. Cloxure standards fur RC&A wn1ts are found in
WAC ﬁ73 303-610. Thls c1te quite c]edr1y requnres remova]rbr decontamination.

WHC Reeponse. P1ea§e see the response‘to NCD GomMent 71 emp1a1n1nq the use of
"action levels." Further, please see; the respanse to NOD Cmmment 73 regardlng
"remova]" by neutrallzat1mn o . Coo

g L . B
6-1/35-36. Delete qr modi fy the sentence. If m0d1fylng'the ‘text, include:and cit
background er MTCA as the closure performance.stamdard 1f &ﬁp]lcab]e

WHC Response P]ease see the response to NOD . Comment 71 | !

6-1/36—42 Delete. or modify the re1erenced 1te CIf the descrlptlon is to be
modified, include and cite background;or MTCA as “the closure. performance standard,
if applicable. References to "health-+based" levels must be corrected and >pecuf1ed
as bacrground or MTCA levels, 1f app11eab1e
' |
WHC Re.ponser Regard1ng the use of the term "health hased" levels, please see the

response to NOD Comment 68. o I
' ‘ ‘ \

6~ 1/44 46. Delete the sentence as the cited methodulngy has not been approved for
usage dt RCRA un1t> for purpoees of c!eswre ‘

WHC Response Regardlng the use of HS BRAM please eep the response to NOD Comment
68. Further MTCA could be referenced at this sentenre as an equ1va1ency to HSBRAM.

1/46 -52 and 6-2/1-3. Mod1fy this descr1pt1on referPnc1ng MTCA, if MTCA standards
are to be utilized, if applicable. Correct the descriptions of var1ab1es as
appropriate. A]so, specify that the MTCA database is updated per10d1ca]1y, and that
the cleanup levels will be based on values that are current at the time of approval
of this closure plan, if applicable.

Janvary 12, 1994
Page 37 of 78

Concurrence
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o i": | b ‘ v ; ‘ X s | [
WHC Re'sponse: As indicated in the response. to NOQ'comment§77,|MTCA‘wﬁ1

1‘be,?

referencedi in' the previcdus sentence. The description of the "variables" oral

of
solirce ‘of

: nformation for HSBRAM equations. The MTGA Database (CLARC I
used as a reference aurﬂng preparation of ithis closure plan.: However, if it;is used

referéﬂc%d dose for noncarcinegens and cahder,s]mpe;factor{fdm‘cércinogens [ﬁn liey
‘Cancbr‘ﬁotemcy factor (CPF}] ii¢ consistent with the IRIS' Database as the cited

I} was not

in’ future revisions to the plan, information regarding 1ts§ypdat5ng, will be added

to closure plan text. | i i
I S v ! L I

£ |

6-2/28-30. The prbposedjstrateﬁyias describedf in Section 6.1 of the closure plan
could be, interpreted as an:action of abandonment rather than one of decontamination

or removal. As previously!stated, duringiclosure of the unit, it

all aﬁplieab]é medias and ‘equipment/accessories associated, with the unit have been
removed erdecontaminated to the standard$ of WAC 173-303-610(2). Delete the

senteﬁ#e; ' |

WHC Responhe:?Refekemcedwﬁéxt wi]ﬁ be revésed to state: "C

lean closure

would eliminate theineed' flor postclosure care and further maintenance.
2 tevels thereby requiring
removal Dr,reﬁediatﬁon prior to certification of closure of the unit as a surface

TSD unit medi; are' contaminated above accepted regulatory

impoundment,

of the unit
However, if

173-303-650 (6). Where:such removal or remediation activities in support of TSD
unit closure are performed: by or in conjunction with the 100-DR-1 operable unit,
such closure activities will remain in compliance with WAC:requirements. If the

unit must close under the contingency closure plan as a landfill per WAC 173-303-610

(3), closure bf the unit will be in compliance with WAC 173-303-650 (6) and

postclosure monitoring will be in compliance with WAC 173-303-610 (7)."

must be shown that

he uhit closure will be in compliance with WAC 173-303-610 (2) and WAC
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6-2/30-33. The sentence, a% written, would inditate that cleaniclosure had not been

achieved if contaminated soﬁ]S'or water, exceeding the standards of

WAC 173-303—610(2h,jare;1eft in placde. . Also, as stated .earlier/ the usage of the

"RFI/CMS" acronym is incorrect. Also, as stated earlier, it:is inappropriate to

defer post-closure requiremgnts to ‘another program. Delete the senteqce and replace

it with a statement hqw=c0mP]iance'with WAC 173-303-610(7) and 173-303-650(6) will

be achieved. o R .

WHC Response: P1ea§e?SEe theiresponsefto NOD Comment 79.

: o I ‘ : L
6-2/45-48. Delete ‘the bullkt and replace it with a statement that, where |
applicable, all applicable contaminated medias and equipmenty/accessories assqqiated
with the unit will be removed or décontaminated to the standards of
WAC 173-303-610(2) . L H | : : | o
‘ o R e ; S
WHC Response: Section 6.2.2 bullets will belrevised. The finst bullet will be
revised to add the fo]]bwing text: “"Further sampling of unit: media (spoil, water, and
equipment) will be 'performed to further determine the existence and/or extent of
contamination at the site." The second bullet will be revised to add the following
text: "Unit media ¢ontamindted above applicable regulatory cleanup standards will be
removed or decontaminated to standards of WAC 173-303-610 (2)/)" ‘
g T ' : |
6-3/6-10. During & Unit Manager's meeting on July 1, 1993, it was explained that a
decision had recently been made to discontinue usage of the 100-D Ponds. If this
understanding is coyrect,‘delete or modify the referenced sentence accordingly.

WHC Response: Regarding ceasing discharges to the 100-D Ponds before June 1995,
please see the response to NOD Comment 2.
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6.3/First Bu]]et lmclude a statementlthat, whﬁre app11cab1e, all app11cab1e
contaminated med1as and equipment/accessories 'associated w1th the unit will be
samp]ed to determine 'if decontamination has uccurred or if 'removal is necessary.
Asl discussed umder the comment on Section 7.3%.8, a typ1ca1 function conducted dur1ng
the closure of ‘a surface impoundment is to ldentlfy the maximum extent of
cwmtam1nat1om prior to the implementation of an approved closure plan. [It should be
noted that the referenced previous soil and watPP sampling, as described in Chapter
7.0, will be 'insufficient to achieve the extent of ;ontam1nat10n determlnatlon and
thw decontamlnatuon uer1f1cat1on : ‘ !

NHC Respohse: C]osure plan text, Page 6-3, LInL 17, will be revised as follows:
"Collect samples from applicable 100-D Ponds isD unut media and from surrounding
sdils." Further, Section 6.3 will be revised to include appropriate references to
planned Phase II sampling. Regardlng the need for 1urther soil samp11nq, please see
the response to NOD :Comment 3. :

6 -3/24- 26l S JPEC]fy that samples will be ana!yzed 1n accordance with

Nﬁt 173-303-110.1 -

WHC Response: Referenced text will be revised to state that “Phase II uamp]es will
be analyzed in aicordance with the requirements of WAC 173-303-110."

6-3/30-31. Change the term “act1on level" ta that of “cleanup levels" or’
"background, " whichever approach is to be ut111zed

WHC Response: Rpgard1ng the acceptability of use of the term "action 1PV91", please
see the response to NOD Comment 71.

| |
6-3/31. Change the term "contaminants of concern" to "waste constituents."

WHC Response: The referenced text will be revised as suggested.
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/3& 33 1ham9e the word1ng “Turthqr remed1at10n“ to "decontﬁmlnatlm ‘01
rewu%l¢1 R | : ;, | : ¥
. I 1 ! \‘ X
HWI‘RPsponse The referenced text will be revised ac squested
\ 1 . ‘
9/38 45, ‘Defjne what lsrmeant by "1mmunent1y hazardous to human health or the
environment." :Also, identify which reguﬂdtory agency would be notified for
guidamge. ‘V; ‘ ‘ | | B .
o I ‘
WHE #e sponse: Th1s port1on of the text wn]] be deleted as b@]nq not applicable to
the 100-D Ponds TSD wunit, as indicated by initial (Phase I) pond soil amd sediment
samp11ng re<uﬁts o |
‘ '
6- 1/48 49, Chanqe the term "action 1eve|“ to that of "c]eanup Tevel" or
"bﬁC%glOUﬂd " whichever approach is to be utilized. ,
|
WHE Response: The term: "d1eanup level"™ will be used in p]a(e of "act1on 1evels“ in
the YPferenced text ; { | 0
6- 3/4? -49, Add to the statement that, where app11cab1e, all applicable (ontam1natpd
medias: and equipment /accessories assoc1ated with the unit will be removed or
deuo tamlnated to the sfandards of WAC 173-303-610(2). '

WHC Hesponse This 1nformat1on will be added to theibullets fol]owlng the
re ferenced bultet. The referenced bullet addresses clean closure based on samp11ng
results indicating contamination below cleanup 1ewe15 a case which 'does not reguire
wa:tﬁ removal or unit décontamination. :
i [ ] ‘

—3/49~50. During a Unit Manager's meeting on July 1, 1993, it was explained that a
decision had recently been made to discontinue usage of the 100-D Ponds. If this
understanding is correct, delete or modify the referenced sentence accordingly.
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WHC ;Response: ‘Regariding diquntimhdng discharges to the le_D Popds, p]eﬂﬁe‘see the
reswongeitofNOD‘Comment 2. . | L}; N ‘ '

: ORI ' ‘ ‘ o ’ t : Do
6-3/51-52. Add ito the sentence a; qualifier that groundwater menitoring initiated
specifically dHe to ‘the 100-D Ponds wi11icontinue!unti¥ such time after closlre
activities are completed as is necessary to verify that the ground water has not
been contaminafed or. that the decontamination orithe removal] of waste constituents
from ground water has occurreq. I ; o , L :

| k!ean cYosure without
remedial activity beyond sampling. The referenced sentence will be revised as
follows:! “When' it has been demonstrated that groundwater quality has: not 'been
adversely affected by 100-D Ponds 0perat1oms, RCRA groundwater monitoring .may .
! . . ‘ : . : | ‘

cease." 3 ‘ ‘
1 N | ' | ' o C

WHC' Response: The neferenced'bullet expfains the option of

Aimbre,approprﬁate tocation for the requested information regarding continuation of
mpnitoring upon!'the completion of removal or decontamination activities, would be
the first bullet on Page 6-4. The following sentence will be added at that bullet:
"RCRA grbundwater monitoring Wwill continue until after physical closure activities
are completed and until it is demonstrated that groundwater has' not been -
contaminated by|'TSD unit closlre activities. Where decontamination br the rermoval
of past-practice waste constituents from groundwater has not occurred, groundwater
monitoring will lcontinue under the past-practice groundwater monitoring program."

| ! | ‘ L
6+-4/1. Change the term "action Tevels" to that of "c1Eanup‘1evels" or “béckground,“
whichever approach is to be utilized. 1 '

WHC Response: The term "cleanup level” will be used in piace of “action levels" in
the referenced portion of the text. | ! '

6-4/5-6. Describe in detail how it would be determined that the contamination is
from 100-D Poends only. If the determination is not definitive, delete the sentence.
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WHC masponse' "Please sep‘the respunse to NDD lommenf 16 , | §1 ? ‘ ‘
|

6-4/7- 9. Idpnklfy which, NAL 173- 303 regu]atnqm would a110w cert1f1caf1on of cﬂosure
with Waﬁtes/Wa&te coth1tuent> remaining above WAC 173-303-610(2) standards . If one
cannot be identified, delete, the sentence. : In addition,, dmr1mg a Unit Manager's, .
meeting on July 1, 1993 ut was explained that a decision lnad recently been made|tv
discontinue usage of Lhe 100 D Pands. If this understanding is correct, delete or

mod}fy the r@ferenced senf@ncm accordingly. ' | | .

WHC Resphnse The refereh¢ed sentﬁnce and thP following sentence, which ends at
Line 12,  will be deleted. | ‘ | 1 | o

\ ‘ ,
6-4/18-21 and 6-4/27-30. ‘Describe;in detail how it would be determined that the
contamination is from' "RCRA past practice activities in addition to 100-D Ponds TSi)
unit activities." Due to the lack of documentation of materials directed to the
sewer system, 40 CFR 264 Appendix IX constituents will be required to be evaluated
for closure. The referenced demonstration may be attempted, but, it should be noted
that it is due to the lack of documentation that justifies Appendix IX
decontamination verification and an acceptance of such a demonstration would requite
the documentation that is reported not to exist. It should alse be noted that if
soils are contaminated with the waste constituents, of Appendix IX, it is
apprepriate to pursue decontaminaticn or removal of those constituents through the
RCRA closure process. If contaminants are identified through the closure process of
which cannot be proven to have been directed to or placed within the surface
impoundment, it is appropriate to notify the CERCLA program that the contaminants
have been identified,
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mHL Response ' R@gard1ng the requ1rembm1‘For Fuh] Append1x IX :dmpl1ng at the 100-D
Ponds, pl&aqe See the response to NOD' Comment lb | . P i
Where Further RCRA unit sampling identifies past practlce wastw consi1ﬂuenhs, the
100~DR-1 RCRA Past Practice Operable Up11 (OU) will be'notified. Th&|closur9 plan
will be revised to include such notification. ¥ However, because the ﬂﬂu Party

Agreement' integrally binds TSD unit closure and the 100-DR-1 OU remedmatlon, where

waste removal: or decontam1nat1on is quulred. such dct1vnt|e§ WI11 |Ikk]V be
Hprformed by the operable unit.

6-4/21- 25 Dur1ng a Unit Manager's meeting oh Ju1y 1, 1993,.it.was éﬁﬁ]aihed that a
decisian had Tecpntﬂy been made to dlgcoht1nun usage of the 100-D Ponds. If this
mderstanp1ng is correct, delete or modify the referenced sentence accqrdiﬂg1y.

WHC ReronSP Bas@d on the response to NOD Fommﬁnt 2, the sentence Qi11 be: deleted.

6—4/33 Change tne word "soil" to "media and/or equ1pment/ancessor1p< "

|
WHC Response Clqsure plan text w111 be revised as suggested. Y; :
6- 4/34 35. Delete “coovdinated with ‘the 100-DR-1 Operable Unit RFI/LMS process” and
insert "conducted 1n accordance with 'WAC 173-303-610 and 173- 303 650."

hlm Reronse Reqardnu|the acceptab111ty of coordinating operable un1t and TSD
unit activities, please see the response to NOD Comment 4. As indicated in that
comment response, coordination of RCRA unit and operable unit activities does not
preclude conducting closures "in accordance with WAC 173-303-610 and 173-303-650."
Consequently, the referenced sentence will be revised to include compliance to the
referenced citations.
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6-4/37-38. Cite WAC;IYE—BOE—GLO(L) stating that certification will be accomplished
in accordance to the:referedced item. In addition, :include a provisien that the
indeptendent professﬁona} engineer will be registered, in the State of Washington.

| . i ) P | [ : I ‘l , :
WHC Response: Text will be revised to include a reference to WAC 173-303-610(6) dnd
wi]1freflect-that‘th¢ independent professional engineer will be registered in @
Washington State. | L . L S

6-4/44-45. Inireferénce to a Movember 3, 1992, letter signed by Paul Day i¢f the
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA),. it is the reviewer's understanding that
EPA may elect to participate during the development of the closure plan., 'If this is
the case, it;is recommended that EPA be afforded every opportunity to participate’
prior to Washington State Ecology's approva“ of the closure plan. SR T
WHC Response: The EPA has received copies LF the closure plan. The EPA is o
currently invited to and apprised of the outcome of Unit Manager Meeting (UMM)
discussions, decisions and agreements regarding the closure ptlan, The NOD Response
Table will be submitted to the EPA at the same time it is submitted to Ecclogy. In
these ways the EPA has been afforded the same opportunity to participate in closure
planipreparation that Ecology has been afforded.

7-1/5-8. It is stated that ". . . this chapter provides specific field sampling and
laboratory analytical procedures that will be applied in identifying soil
contémination‘(if any) originating from the operatian of the 100-D Ponds TSD unit."
In addition to an evaluation of soil contamination, .an evaluation of all other
medias and equipment/accesseries present and related to the unit is required. The
evaluation is required to determine what associated with the unit must be
decontaminated or removed. Re-state the sentence ta include provisions to evaluate
all other applicable medias and equipment/accessories associated with the unit. 1In

addition, the re-statement should include ground water as a media to be evaluated.
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WHC Response; ' The referenced?text will be revised to rincjude:the réquested verbiage
regarding the evaluation of other applicable'media; e.g. "equipment/accessories.”
Further, a,statement will be added that RCRA!groundwater monitoring under an .
interim-statys groundwater monitoring program is underway to evaluate the impact of
the . TSD unit Qn groundwater quality and that.such monitoring will continue until
unit c]osure;i Do ' ‘ i C ! L
| L | P ! o I
7-1/8-11. It,is ipappropriate to defer asso¢1ateﬂ,correct1ve action monitoring . |
reéqyirements related to the post-closure of this unit to activities to ground water
activities to be completed for another unit and another program. The Tri-Party '
Adreement provides for a simu]tanequsltmvestiqation of ground water contamunatiqn”
for RCRA TSD units and CERCLA operable 'units. 'The!reviewer interprets this
provision (Volume 1, page 3-3) to 'address 'ground whter contamination and ultimately,
correctiveraction(s) associated with the units: Furthermore, the reviewer does not
interpret this provision to allow the deferral ' of post-closure requirements to
another program. ; Delete the sentence. ; S
: | \ C ‘ o
WHC Response: The text will be revised ta indicate that coordination of groundwater:
monitoring between the RCRA unit and the past practice unit will be conditioned om :
the TSD being the source of groundwater contamination. RCRA groundwater monitoring
will continue until TSD groundwater contaminants are remediated. It should be notecl
here that as it now stands there are no contaminantsifrom TSD unit operations !
affecting groundwater quality. If it is determined that there are TSD unit managed
contaminants adversely affecting groundwater, certification of clean closure of the
TSD unit may be withheld until such contaminants are remediated. Please refer to
the response to MOD Comment 5 indicating that the TSD unit will not perfoirm

groundwater remediation.

January 12, 1994
Page 46 of 78

Concurrence
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Tﬂ1/114}4"-Nhen}va11datedm the analytical Fesults will be u@éd;ag dﬁaracter1zat1on
information. 1 Thé ‘results cannot be accepted at this time to' be used 'for !

confirmation of clean closure. A preliminary review of analytical' parameters of
Table A-1 of Appeéridix A indicates that not all 40 CFR 264 Appendix IX constituents
were sampled for! |In addition, all medias and equipment/accessories ‘present, and
related to, the urit ‘are required to be removed or decontaminated ' in accordance with

WAC 173-303-610.! Delete the 'sentence or modify accordingly to indicate that the | |
Co

! : : . i . , | \ ! : o '

WHC Response: Please see the response to NOD Comment '3 regarding the need for
further samplingl Please se¢ the response o NOD Comment 16 regarding mot needing
full Agpendix IX sampling. Please see the response to NOD Comment 3 regarding
compreliensive chmgacterizatiﬁn sampling performing as 'closure vérifﬁcation sampling

vﬁ]idatéd data will be used for unit 'characterization.
i | | ! X

where siample results indicate contamination levels that do not trigger dleanup.
A ; o T |

The refLrenced sentence remains accurate given the proposed Phase IT sampling and '

the revision of Fﬁgure 6-1 as indicated in the response to NOD Comment |68. ‘

‘ ‘ | ‘ L ! ;
7_1/17720. For purposes of unit characterikation, the pond soil and water sampl ing
activit.ies will be utilized within the closlre plan. 'The pond 50i1' and water ‘
sampling activities and results do not fulfill the requirements of WAC 173—303—410
and canhot be utilized by themselves to satisfy as confirmation of clean closure.
The claesure strategy of Chapter 6.0 clearly indicates a lack of understanding of  the
requirements of WAC 173-303-610 and cannct be interpreted to fulfill'RCRA closure
requirements. The sentence should reflect that the sampling activities and
resulting generated data were completed for unit characterization purposes.

WHC Re$Eonse: The referenced text is factually correct regarding the sampling plan
having been written to reflect the already completed operable unit sampling. This
chapter of the closure plan will be revised to reflect sampling in support of
closure beyond the operable unit sampling mentioned in the referenced text.
Regarding the need for further sampling, please see the response to NOD Comment 3.
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N 1

Redard1ng the acceptab1ﬂ1tyLdF comprehens1ve‘ctavactel1:at1om sampllng periorm1nq as
ﬁsure vef1f1cat1dn sampling where sample results dolnqt tr1qge: c]eanup, p]ease

the response to NOD Cowmemt 3. . Lo
I ' Iy ' : .
106. ? 1/29.31 . The, sentence shdu]d 1nd1cate that th'e corros1ve wastes may have /
cqntalned dangerous waste constituents. In'addition, a sentence should be added’
which indicates, that other dangerous wastes :and/or dangerous waste constituents may
hawe been d1rected to the ponds via piping c0nnected 10 building's 190 DA IBQTU
85 D, 18310 182-D, 190-D ﬂnd 1724 DA. | S ‘

HHL Response. Operation's ana]ysxb of demlnera]1zer weqenerat10m eff1uent prior to
its dlscharge o the prmces<‘%ewer‘system did not report {or reasonably expect) that
the effluemt cdntained any dangerous waste constituents other than the corrosives
used !in the demineralizer regeneration process. - However, a qualified statement will
be added indicating that these discharges to the process sewer iy tem could hawve
contained other dangerous waste constituents but at levels that ‘are expected to have

been so . small as to ndt be detectab]e in the ponds ! »
‘ 0 i ' e

107. 7-1/29. | The sentence shou]d read "L, the 100-D Ponds rece1ved'Cdrrdsive or
prev1ou¢1y neutrallzed corr051ve wastes . .g. . Delete the wowd "potentially."
| .
NHC Resndn The referenced sentence will be revised as sugge=ted

108. 7- 1/32 !4 ~ Due to the p1ang cqnnect1on to' seven bu11d1ngs and|the lack of records,
the statement that the ponds have received no corrosive or dangerous waste .
c¢nst1tuen1s since 1986 cadnot be substantiated. Delete the sentence.

NHC Response: The referencud text discusses demineralizer recharge effluent
discharges. The last'demineralizer regenerative d1scharge was fin, 1986 (2.4.1). The
1890 MDL complex (the "seveh buildings") was deactivated in 1988 (3.4). The
deactivation of adjacent facilities as effluent contributors to the process sewer
system by 1988 can readily be substantiated. Please see the response to NOD Comment
16, which elaborates on the use of process knowledge to support unit closure.
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7- 1/34 36 -During a Unlt Manaqer s mee11nq on July 1 1993 ‘1t \mns .explained that a
decision: had recpntly ‘been made to discontinue usage . of ‘the 100-D Ponds. If this
understaﬁdlpg 13 correct de1eie or modlfy th% r@ferqnced spntem£@ accordingly. ‘

|
WHC Respcnse. The sentence w1ﬂ1 be de]ated in accordanqe wnth,the.response t.o NOD
Comment” 2. | a 1: | | ; R | e
7- 1/38 40. * The state ment doés not accUrate]y reflect the d1sposa1 process for which
the unit'was utilize :Although no recorded documentat10n|mdy\9x1s1 that dangeréu
waste constituents wéle ‘deposited directly into the ponds, there is evidence that
dangerous waste constwtuents were directed and discharged to:the ponds. An
evaluation ‘of the chemical reaction of the hydrochloric acid, sulfuric acid, and
sedium hydroxide utilized to regenerate the threé dem1n9ra11 rers, would reflect. the
generation of constituent- laden acxds/baPQS 'A further eva]uat1on of the chemical
reaction of the neutrdlization of such constituent- 1¢den ac1ds/base> would reflect
the generatlon bf cohst]tuent -Taden prec1p1talps
WHC ResponSe Th]S sentence was inserted:into the closure plan 'to emphasize that
pﬁocess sewer effluent was the only waste!form managpd by the 130 unit. It is not
an attempt 'to disprove the contention that corrosive dangerous waste or previously
neutralized corrosivk wastes were received by the ponds. However, the statement
will be clarified to 1nd1cate that no direct dumping. of any other waste form (e.qg.
buried drums, contamluafed equ1pmént) occurred at the unit.

|
7~l/40. The sentence 3hou1d read ". . . the corrosive or prPV|0usly neutralized
corrosive wastes . .'. . " Delete the word potent1al]y+

WHC Response: The réferenced sentence will be revised as suggeated

7-1/45. Delete or define thé term. "in minute quantities."

WHC Responée: The phrase "in minute quantities," will be substituted for in this
sentence with the verbiage, "at detectable levels."
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113, 7-1/48-50. The purpm&e of the closure plan 1< to! d@monstrate and document closure

by removal or decontamination. Therefore, the closure plan must demonstrate and |
document that'all medias and equ1pmendfaccessor1ES present and related to the P"‘t|
have|been removed or decontaminated. wDeIett ithe’ senttnce‘ P

i , W | | ‘
WHC Respunse-‘ enmence will be de]eted dS helng superf]udus |

114. 7-2/1-3. N]thout 1d9mt1fy1ng which d mt¢m1nants are of concern, the statement is
meaningless. n addition, without identifying the “dangerous 1eve]s" of those
dangerous waste const1tuents the statement is mpan1hg]es' ' Delete the sentence
WHC Response: The sentence will be reN1¢ed to 1nd1cate that the analytes for Phase
I of sampling were the analytes of concern to the operable unit as identified '
through the RFI/CMS drocess The cont@minamis of direct concern to the TSD unit,
i.e., those wasies maﬁaged at the unit, are'identified through process knowledge in
Chapter 4.0, raé]e|4 2, Waste Inventmry as the corrosive wastes. Both pH (for
corrosives) and mey'cury {indicated as a possibility). are parameters of the RCRA
interim status ﬁroundwaier monitoring program. Mencury is not being detected, in
groundwater at levels above drinkingIwater standards of 2 ppb. The corrosives are
not adversely affecting groundwater by way of dangerouslylelevated pH levels. Based
on Phase I sampling results, Phase II sampling results and/or other information or
agreements, this 1ist may grow to include other constituents, e. g. neutralization
products requir;ng further investigation. However, contam1nants of concern and
action levels will be cons1dered during the DQO process Fbr Phase II 100-D Ponds
sampling. .

It is apparent that 'he closure plan and Table 4-2 are not clear in identifying
mercury more as'a potential pre-RCRA site contaminant than as a TSD unit
contaminant, i.e., as a contaminant that entered the process sewer system and was
potentially discharged to the site prior to site usage as a TSD unit. Table 4-2 and
the closure plan will be clarified to reflect the chronology of mercury deposition
to the pre-RCRA site.
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7-2/5-8. Delete ithe paragraph. Iqsert a pardgraph stating thut if &amp11mq IPSUItS

of all medlas and equipment/accessories present, and related to the unit), are |
contam]matedm removal or decontamination will occur to those p@rformdn(e standards
01 WAC lii 303 810 : ‘ ; \ : . :; I
HHC Response: The paraqraph w111 ke rev1sed 0 rnd1cate Lhat Pnsur1ng and
documentlnq cleanup of ‘the RCRA TSO- managed waste|con*t1tuents will be the
respaonsibility of RCRA, 'although such cleanup ‘may be performed by the operablp unit.
Regarding the remed1at1hn of non-TSD unit con.t1tuent‘ beihg the respon<1b1l1ty of
the past prm(tice unit, please see the respon.e to NOD' Comment 4.
7-3/12-15.1 The | '‘surface phase of 3011 samp11nq is described as 0ccurr1nq from the
surfdce to threé feet deep. Lines |33 and 34 describe extracting the samp]e material
firom the "top one foot of hardpack;” Figure 7-2, contéurs the settling! pond sediment
depth of which it appears that at ieast two samp]es (numbers 5' and 6) may have been
collected from “hardpack" 0ccurr1nq deeppr than three feet. Clarify the
discrepancies. \ ‘

\ ‘ !
WHC Response: The referenced sentence wil] be de]eted as being superfluoug.

| : ! , \
7-2/13-20. The section should include a description of the pﬁecipitatiun of
dangerous waste constituents assocjated with the neutralized corrosive wastes. In
additien, there should be a description of the unit's conmection to sean buildings
and the potvnt1a1 discharge of dangerous waste or constituents to the unit. In
addition, the section should include a descr1pt1pn of sludge, :sediment, soil, ash,
etc. associated with the ponds. |In addition, the section showld inc]ude a
description of effluent, ash, sludge, eti. associated or remaining within the unit's
piping. ! ' :
! |

WHC Response: A description of any precipitatioh constituents associated with the
neutralized corrosive wastes will be added. They are mot necessarily dangerous
waste.
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Thls sectioh of the closure plan is lntended to wess the requ1rements of | |

WAC 173-303-610 {3)(a}(v): describing dangerous w te stored at the site an& how it
would be removed. This would include removal lof damqerous waste residues in pond
soils and removal of contaminated TSD unit trdnsﬁér piping and equipment. This
sectlon of the closure p1an will be exnanded to dddress the dbnve lnformation
‘ .
The (oncrpie outfall structure and a11 process se%er piping, 1mc]ud1ng pond influent
piping, precedpd the TSD unit. Discharges into the process sewer system Uanlud1nq
pond  influent piping} of any contam1nants (e.q., mercury) except the corrosive
dangarous waste for which tpe unit was - RCRA permitted also preceded the RCRA TSD.
Consequentﬂy, the process sewer piping and pond influent piping, and the dangerous
wasté contaminants in both are past practice. These locations :and equipment were
reasgnab1y omitted from Ecolcgy-approved TSD unit sampling performed. by the operabﬁe
unit as:being Uuts1de the boundary of the TSD unlt |
\ S

7-3/34.! The term "hardpack” is used to desmrnbe the location uf sediment :amp\1ng j
without! deflnlng the term. Define the term. In addition, if the term is descw1b1ng

"1ayer " ‘the cont1nu1ty of the layer should be described. | ,

WHC Response: The term “hardpack" will be defuned The tayer is "backfill® which
is consistent with 31te geomorphology dnd is 1dent1f1ed in Figure 5-18.

7-3/25-27. From the . contomrlng of the sett11ng pond sediment of Figure 7+2, it
appears that the influent sampling locatien (location number 7 of Figure 7-1) is one
of the two most shallow sediment depths. It dees mot appear (lrom Figure 7-1) that
a sample was collected from near sediment depth measurement number 4. Considering
the possible effluent discharge rates, under high flow rates of discharge, the
deposition of influent most heavily contam1nated with insoluble or quickly
precipitated constituents may not have occurred at nonrandom sample location number
7. Identify if this concern was evaluated.
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HHC Response: This nons1dera110n|w11l be evaluated via the fmrma1 DQO proces s
durlng the selecthnn of Phase 11 sample 1ocat10ns

7- 3/24 25 Identﬂfy{descr1be how the 1nf1uenﬂ po1ht of | the northern pond
Upereolat10h pond) Was selected for <amp1e number 7. |

| | |
HMC Response: Th1¢ point was se]ected bBCdUSE of the extent of slope of the pond
wall and ‘begause that Tocation is the first area at which the effluent could have
pqoled Th]S reasen1ng will be 1ncorp0rated into t]osure p]an text. | ‘
7 13/28-29. Provide a descrlpt10n of how thE|mandom sam¢1e locations were selected,
It appears from F1qure 7-1 that 1% the sett11ng pond were d1V1ded into four
quadrants, the southeastern quadrgnt was‘not ,ampled

WHC Respmnse The sampling of all’ quadrants was not a factor in selecting sample
locations Samﬁ]]ng of the southedstern quadrant of the settling pond will be
cnns1dered dur1ng the DQO process foy Phase 11 100- D Ponds sampling.

Flgure f 1. It apbears that no sampﬁe5|were taken of the mounded material in' the
western end of the northern pond (percolation pond).. This material must be
1dent1f|ed and evaluated during c]gsure of the unit!

WHC Response Site inspection 1mj|cateq that the mounded soils do not visibly
d1st1ngulsh themselves from the surrounding unit 50115 Sampling of the mounded
material in the western end of the northern pond (perco]at1on pond} will be
considered during the DQO process for Phase II 100 D' Ponds sampling.

Figure 7-1. It appears that no sediment or sludge samples were taken from the
northern pond (settling pond), but rather, that samples were collected directly from
the "hardpack." Please provide the rationale for this sampling approach.
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NMF|Response mete‘ It is as&umed that the rev1eweq s questm?n pertalns to the
settling pmnd. which \is actually the' south pond] The samples taken at the surface
of the hardpagk were primarily of the sediment (aﬂum flocculent) but were aﬂso

expe¢ted ﬁo cnntaln some gf the hardpack : ‘ ,‘ w

713/41 42. The S@ﬂt@ﬂ(e shou]d read "[Aﬁppend1x A, Table A- 4 prmv1des the list of
analytes admpleﬁ J For closure of this unit, ‘decontamination 10nf1rmat1qh will be
rpqu1ned Ior 40 C R 264 Apandlx IX consl1tueqts

| |
NHC Respon%e ‘ Th@ senidnce will be rev1=ed to identify Phase Il $amp11ﬁq ana]ytes
Rpgardlng the 1ack of |mat1f1cat1on for full Appendix IX constituent sampllng,
please see thp responsp to NOD Comment 16&. ;

7-3/42 -44 Dé]ete the 5‘ﬂtEnCP: Due to. the lack of records:and the piping
cbnnegtlon to at least saven buildings, it is appropriate for decontamination
conflrmatlon 10 1nc1ud?|40 CFR J64 Appenﬂlx IX constituents. 1 ‘

‘ ‘ ‘
HHC Respophe '\Regardlnq the ]ack of JustlfHCdt1on for full Appendix IX LOﬂStltU&ﬂt
samp11ng,|p19aﬁp ee|th9 response to NOD Commqnt 16.

7 ~3/44- -47. DP]Pt the sentence. For closure of this unit, decon1ém1natﬁon
conflrmatlon w11] be . PPQUIFEd for 40 CFR 264 Appendix IX const1tuvnts

HHE Re-sponseL ‘Plpase see the rpsponse to NOD Comment 16.

7-4/45. The 5entenca indicates that soil and sediment samples were collected in
both ponds. The description of Section 7.3.4 indicates the collection of "firm
subsurface soil" after the sampling device was pushed through the sediment. As it
is unknown if sludges exist at the bottom of the settling pond, the distinction
between sediment and soil is important. Clarify the sentence.
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HHC Respmnse Sednment sahp1e5|were‘mot taken in- thn north (dry) pond. The Hy
sentenqe w11i be clarified to indicate that the sediment 'im the south pond and the’
soil of the north pond were samp1ed during Phase; 1 sampling. Umder the very brodd
definition o# sludge prov1ded in WAC 173-303- 40,;aludge will exist in the settling
pond. Howev?r this sludge is ant1c1pated to be. mora charatterlstlc of a possibly
commacted fine siit, 'than of thp congeafad depos1t mowmél]v pictured by the use oF
the wovd sludge : : o . | i
128. 7-4/47- 48 Does the #entence mean that R(HA SW-846 ana1yt1ra1 methods were utilized
to anaﬂyze 16 of the samples collected, or, does the sentence mean that a sample’
co]lection Pthod|1dent1f1ed in RCRA SW- 846 was uL11ized?'

WHC Response. The sentence w111 be|c1aruf1ed to |ndacatn that SW-846 methods were
used to analyze the samp]es The samp11ng collection methods are as prescribed in
WHC EIIs, although the EIls are actua]]y based on SW-846 sampling methodo]ogy. This
sampling methodolcgy and sample locatian were approvbd by regulators via regu]ator
approval of the d35crtpt1dn of work (DONl for the! sampling activity.

129. 7-5/1-6. From the descr1nt1on\of selectlnq sample sites 1in section 7.3.2, it
“appears that the paragraph is describing the sample collection procedures of the!
percolation pond. Sp9c1fy wh1ch samples or pond the paragraph is describing.

WHC Response: The sentence end1ng at 11ne 2 w111 be revised to add the words "ard
sil" after the wurd edlment :

130. 7-5/17. Change the portion onsentence from "analytes of interest specific to 100-D
Ponds TSD unit operations and its appropriate analytical method" to "analytes
sampled for and their appropriate analytical method."

WHC Response: Text will be reﬁised as suggested.
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7—5/18 20 M§ mecontqm1h@t10n‘conf1rmdt1on for all med1@s anH equlpment/accessor1E>

present and\we1ated to the unlt w111 1nc1ude 40 CFR 264 Appendlx IX constltuants

delete tnL sentence

I :‘ '| ! i ! | ' ‘

‘ [ | b I
NHC Respmnse This sentence will be deleted hprausp walldated samml1ng results are
now ' avallah1e However, regarding the lack of justification for full: ﬁppendlx IX
cons t1tmemt ﬁamplnng p]ﬂaselsee the responseito NOD Commpnt 16 ‘

: |
Secilon F 3 8. This sect]on needa to be rewritten and relocat vd to occur after the
decontammnatlon and verification sections of this closure’ plan, 1yp1Lal1y,‘the
agproach followed within a cﬂosurﬁ plan for a RCRA unit is to descrle in detail:
1) the unit (including descriptions of all medias and equnpmenL/accesyor1eﬁ,present
and' related to the unit), 2), prochdures to belperfoﬁmed to identify the maximum
extent of  contamination, 3) proLe ures to be perfonmed to achieve decontamunatlon ar
removal, 4) decomtam1nat1on ver1f?cat1on sampling procedures, 5) analys1s of" the
data generatéd during decontamination verification sampling, 6) eva]uatlon uf need
for further decoqtam1nat1on oY remmva] procedures, etc. :
WHC Respcnhe. The location w1th1m ‘the closure p]an of thus (data‘an31y51s) section
is —onsistenmt with Hanford closure plan format. A]thuugh not identical with the
reviewer's "typical® closure plan format, the section is 1oglcally 'sequenced within
this closure plan. Section 7.3.8 will, however, be rgwr1tten as appropriate to
reflect revised data analysis and 9va1uat1on procedures and act1v1t1e< as w11] be
1dent1f1ed in thé DQO process for Phase [I sampling. N ‘ \
|

As 1nd1cated in the response to NOD Comment 3,  closure p]ann1ng for RCRA units at
Hanford allows comprehen51ve characterized samp11nq to setrve as closure verification
sampling in proving that the unit is free of RCRA contamihation above regulatory
cieanup levels. This approach allows going from Step 2 to Steps 5 (data analysis)
and 6 (comparison to regulatory cleanup levels) of the above typical closurz plan
sequence, thereby eliminating unnecessary steps. However, Phase [ sample omissions
do demonstrate the need for further characterization samp1ing which will be
incorporated into the closure plan.
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ARTENE |., ' \ : ) "
133.  1I- 5/?6 and 35 Assum1ng Section 7.3.8 is to be rewrntten, the‘semtenre hpu1d
‘ 1dent1fy if a statistical ‘and/or comparative (MTCA} evaluation will be pPrfommed
The an1us1on of a detavuqd descyription of procedu|e< for the @valuat1ons is!
requured by WAC 173- 303 mIO(ﬂ) ‘

HHd ﬁesponﬁ The c]msuuu plan 1exl w1|1 be rev1sed to Speley qﬂat for Phase H‘amd
Pha?¢ 11 samp]1ng resulta,ia MTCA/H%BRAM comparative evaluation mf concentrations at
the‘slte will be performed. The text will also indicate that ifor ' Phase II sampling
atistica}l analysis will also' be performed. A description of - 1he|steps for both

analysgs will be included -in the closure plan. Regulator’ agreements for Phase I
sampling and the formal DQ& process!ifor Phdse [1 samp11ng will de!erM1ne the '
pronpdures for these eva]uat1ons | ‘

134.  7- 5 28. Assum1ng the section is to be rewritten, the sentence 'would more

appropriately read ". . further ducontam1natlon or |removal and further

deciontamination verlflcatlon sampling . . . . C ‘ o
WHC Responée This sentence regarding data usage will be deleted' as inappropriate
to thlS portlon of the <1nture plan dealing with data analysis.

135.  7-5/31-33." As decontamlnatlon confirmation for all medias and equ1pment/actessur1ps
present and related to the unit will include 40 CFR 264 Appendix TX constituents,
del ete the sentence,

WHC Response Regard1ng per-forming Appendix‘IX sampling for flrther 100-D Ponds

characterization, please see the response to NOD Comment 16. | |

136. 7-57/40. Pond sediment is not the only med ia ass ocnated with! this unit. Modify to
include all medias and equipment/accessories presént and related to the unit.

WHC Response: Closure plan text will be revised to reflect sampling of all TSD unit
m2dia agreed to during the 0Q0 process for Phase Il of sampling.
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J/44 45 De]ete the sentence No mechanlsm ex1sts for te s ting %he significgnce'

of a location wh1ch 1nd1uates contamlnatpon I . o § |
| | . !
HHﬁ ResponSP : Reierence to eva]uatﬁng depth eFchts will be deletpd
7- %/47 -49, Dmrlhq a July 27, 1993 ‘51tb V1s1t| the aah/qravpl contacts noted acros
and through the ponds appeared to otcur! at the 'top 'of the ponds and te he d1pping in
a westerly direction., From v1sua]‘|nsppct10n it appears that the basins were!
excavated 1hrough the ash into unden]yung soil/gravel. If qnted correct]y, it is
1méppropr1dte to compare pond sampling results with ash pile sampling results,
ex#ept in the case that the upper purtlpn of the w£]1a of the unit where the aph
occurs is ﬁampled Considering comment' under 4- 3/1 7, if the‘ash/somllgravelfptc
contacts associated with the unit cannot be esiab11shed it may be' inappropriate to
make the described comparisons. Modufv the app#oanh accnrdlnqu
WHC Response: P]ease see the rESponse to NOD [ommpnt 14 regard1nq the poss1ble
location of ash contacts as identified 'by FlgurP -18 (based on well logs). If the
reviewer's visual 1n?pect1on finaings regarding' the slope of ash contacts can be
corroborated during future WHC/RL inspections, the' plan will incorporate the
findings. However, even if contacts were actually above the pond bettoms,
particularly in the settling pond, leaching, runoff, and sluffoff from the pomd
walls wou]d still contrlbute‘ash constituents to pond effluent.

WHC and RLwconiend that ‘they do not hawve the latitude to ignare the ash as the
primary background medium solely because ash/soil contacts cannot be pinpointed.
tEven if the ash/soll contacts remain indeterminate, ash must be considered as the
primary medium in establishing local background because of its pervasiveness at the
stite, i.e., the unit having been excavated out of an ash disposal basin
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7 -5/47-52 "and '7- 6/1-4 Assum1ng‘>ect1on I 3.8 is to be rewr1t1¢n the approach
»

should identify if a: statistical or a compardt1ve (MTCA) evaluation will be
werfonmed A detailed description of the procedures to be folldwed for the
approaCh(es) selected shauld be :included, ' Ghidance r@gard1ng these approaches is
provided in the Washington State Department of Ecolegy's’ “Gu1dance for Clean C]osure
of DanqermusLNasne Facilities"" (Draft) dated April 1993 i§ P

! ' i :
WHC kaponsdl Regawdlmg the metHod of ddya hva1uat10n p]ease see the response to
NOD Eumment 133- \‘ ; S - | :

o

Sect1un 7. 3'8 In tne rewr1tte \Se¢t10n 7.J 8, p]easé 1nc1ude a provvs1on to submit
to the Eco]ogy Unit Manager, copies of all dna]ytlcal results with asgpcﬂated
quallt assurance/quality control information generated dur1nq‘Llosure sampllng
actmv1t1es, 1nc1ud1nq rad1atlon <urveys P ! |

WHC Rmsponse | E¢olugy normally requests dnd receives .(e.g., 727 S NWDNS Facility,
216-8-3 Pond) a copy of all validated laberatory summqry daté sheets and the
accompany1ng Taboratory narrative, and, a copy of the data validation report. A
provision will be added to the ciosure plan text requ1r1ng supmittal of a data
package to the Ecology Unit Manager that tngludes this information. Quality
assurance/quality control information is moymally needed only for purposes of data
va11dat1on 'wh1ch is performed by the contrautor before data subm1tta1 to Ecology.
Ecu]ogy will receive. a1] field radiation suﬁvey results performed for purposes of
job safety from Togbook(s) generated dur1ng‘f1e1d activities. A total activity
analysis is performed for all samples at thﬁ 222-S Laboratory prior to their being
shipped offsite. This analysis is performed to satisfy DOE orders and DOT
regulations for shipment. The results of this analysis are normally furnished to
the sample shipper only and ultimately to the HEIS (Hanford Environmental
Information System) database. Such an analysis does not meet all laboratory
protocols, is not validated, and is not used in making closure decisions.
Consequently, furnishing the results of this analysis to Ecology is not appropriate.
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Howevef Ecology will re1euve a]l results of 1ab0¥aﬂory analysis for rad1o10q1caﬂ
const1tuents where ¢uch ana]ys1s is performed.

‘I"‘ o ‘
7- 6/11 -13. ,hmuﬂd e/ noted that the referenced analysis report will not suffice
for' ce|t1f1cat10n of closure. It should also be noted that a period of ground water
monitoring will ‘be required after the completion of decontamination or, remOle‘
activities associated with evbryth1ng other than ground water Upon CDmp]Ption of
the ground whter monitoring period, and if the ground water' is not contamlnated
cert1f1cat10m of closure 13 approprmate . |

WHC Response: Ihe text w111 be rev1sed to ‘indicate that the referenced report will
include information regarding future sampling results and will also include an
evaluation of data resu]tfwcompared to regulatory cleanup levels. Regarding the
nature of the data evaluation report, please see the response to NOD QDmmemt 133.

: ' \ ‘ ‘
However, this comment assumes that decontamination or removal, and therefore
attendant post-remediation grioundwater; monitoring, will take place when no
determ1nat1on regarding the 1ikelihood or extent of remediation has been made.

%ase see the response to NOD Comment 73 indicating that decontamination and

oval by the RCRA unit are unnecessary if characterization sampling indicates
contam1natlon concentrations 'below cleanup 'Tevels or the response to NOD Comment 4,
if contaminants are considered 10 be past pract1ce constituents. :
7-6/13-14. The sentence implies that a risk assessment will be developed to analyze
the hazards associated with the unit. Neither existing WAC 173-303-610, nor
proposed WAC 173-303-610, provide a mechanism for performing a risk assessment as
part of closure. Delete the sentence.

WHC Response: The sentence will be deleted. The 100-DR-1 will not be performing a
qualitative risk analysis {QRA) for the 100-D Ponds due to the innocucusness of the
unit.
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?—6/17.: Dele'te the word “résTQue." Conﬁamihation may, be substituteﬂ.

Concurirence

ﬂHC.Responﬁef The text will be revised as suggested. | b - |
TR . o o ;! b L

7-6/19. Citg WAC' 173-303-610(3)(v). P I |
AR S A v o
WHC Response: The text will be revised as suggested. | o
| : i T I oo B
7-6/29-31. Dueito the lack of records, the piping connectian to at least seven
buildings, a characterizatign that did not address all medias and
equipment/accessories present and related to the unit, and the non-existence of
tampling data to substantiate the statement, delete the statement. '

ﬁHC?Response;i This statement will be deleted. : o
‘ \i§ ' i : | I
7-6/35-37, Due to the lack of records, the piping connectiqh to|at least seven
buildings, a. characterization that did not address all media§ and ‘
equipment /accessories present and related to the unit and th@ non-existence of
gampling data to substantiate the statement, delete the statement. :

P . . | | .

MHC Response: This $tated expectation of low contamimation levels at the site has
been corroborated by the results of the initial (Phase I) sahp]ing. However,
because further sampling will be performed and because such a conclusion is |
unnecessary at this juncture of the closure plan, the statement will be de]eyed.

| .
1-6/37-40. Delete the reference to WAC 173-340. The usage of WAC 173-340, if
applicable, can'be achieved through WAC 173-303-610.

WHC Response: The text will be revised as suggested when the proposed cﬁange$ to
WAC 173-303-610 are promulgated.

7-6/39. If the sentence is to remain in the closure plan, add ground water as a
media.
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WHC Res ponse met w11ﬂ be revised a<',quesned tp include groundwater as a med1um
that may cont&1n harardous con5t1twnnts at. bn1ow hazardmus Tevels. .
i .
T-6/40-4%5. De]ete Lhe'two sentence> dmd nnsnrt 4 reference to the c]oSure '
performance; stdndard' of WAC 173-303- 610(’) indicating that all appl1cab1e
contaminated medias, and equipment/access ories associated with the unit 'will be
removed or de¢untam1nated N o | ' |
! |\| ‘ | Ii
WHC Response Iext will be revised to: 1n(1ujn he suggested reference; and to |
includé any specific decontamination actions deemed necessary based on the results
of sampling pevformed 10 date and based on Phase [I sampling results.
| |
7-6/51-52 and 7-7/1-4. . Rs rpc1teq in Section 7.4, the closure plan must 1nq1ude
"[A] detailed dascr1pt10n of the steps needed to remove or decontaminate .
equ1pm9nt structures, . . . ." The decontamination or removal of the assoc¢iated
piping ‘must be dddressgd in the closure plan, prior to the approval of the plan as
the piping is considered part of the unit. -In addition, during an/ August 11, 1993,
Unit Manager‘s meeting, it was explained that all d1scharges to the unit may be
ceased by March 1994. ‘If this understanding is correct, delete or modify the

referenced sentgnces ‘
! " \

WHC Res ;ponse: hs indicated w1th1n Section 7 5 of the closure plan, none of the
piping 'that is either directly related to the TSD unit (e.g., settling pond
standpﬂpe and pond's transfer piping)} or ancillary (e.g., process sewer influent
piping) to the TSD unit, is expected to be contaminated with waste managed at the
unit {demineralizer acids/bases). However, this piping was not sampled during TSD
unit Phase I sampling. The sampling of TSD unit related piping will be addressed
through the DQD process for Phase II sampling to complete TSD unit characterization.
The results of Phase 11 sampling will be wused to determine the extent of
contamination above regulatory cleanup levels requiring 100-D Ponds media
decontamination or removal.
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With the r@cent dECMS]On to cease discharges to the 100 D Ponds,‘thP status qf
noncontaminated piping and structures can be addressed jin the closure plan, for
pur?oses of future site restoration., The closure plan will be revised to include
notification of the 100-DR-1 RCRA Past Practice Operable Unit [via the Hanford Waste
Ident1fu|aﬂ1od Syytpm'(wIDS)] of noncontamnnat@d p1p1ng/structures that wnlW rema1n
aftkr RCRA c]wsure | . . ‘ ,.

I ' ‘ i !
Regardlqg contlnued d1scharges ro the ponds after RCRA c]osure p1ease see response
to NOD Comment 2. ; - . L

151. 7- 6/Addnt10na] Section. An additional éection (7.3. 10) should be 1nc1uded whlch
will address the determination of extent/existence of contamination. The section
should include all relevant elements of a plan to meet the objectives including a
description of work, a description of medias to be sampled, a descr1p110n of !
sampling mﬁthods, an |denﬁ1f1cat1on of analytical methods, and laboratory analysis,
etc, | :

I

WHC Résﬁonse:j Chapter 7.0 will be rewritten to address any future sampling amd/or

decontamination. There are already relevant and appropriate sections of Chapter 7.0

ex!st1nq for the 1nc1us1oﬁ of the above-cited closure plan attributes. i

152 Sect10n 7 6. Delete the sentente. As stated above for Section 7. 3 8, the sectnon ,
needs to be rewritten to include a description of: 1) decontam1nat1on verification |
sampling procedures, 2) aﬁa1y51s of the data generated during decontamination
verification sampting, 3) evaluation of need for further decontamination or removal
procedures, etc. 'In addition, a period of ground water monitoring will be required
after the comp]etldn of remova] or decontamination activities associated with
everythung other than ground water,
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WHC Respensé:: This section of the closure plan is in.the stand&rdlfbrmat for
Hanford clgsure plans and is intended to reflect the yequirements of WAC 173-303-610
(3) (a) ((vi) for any unit-specific activities required to meet closure performance
standards duﬂing the closure |period,je.q., dewatering, site restoration and
groundwater monitoring. These activities are limited to the scope of activities
required to facilitate the 100-D Pongs clean closure strategy. Implementation of
this strategy could require equipment removal/decontamination and verification
sampling. 'Additional bullets which ‘identify removal or decontamination of
contaminated media, (e.g., sludge, equipment, and/or applicable piping),
decontamination verification steps (5ampling)} for all 'applicable media, removal of
noncontaminated structures/equipment  for purposes of site restoration, and,
post-remediation groundwater monitoring, wih] be listed in this section as possible
activities. A L h ‘ o '

' - ' : | ¥ C :
Section 7.5.'!In the rewritten section, please include that split or duplicate
samples will be provided tc fcology upon request. !

: i T . .l ; - . .
WHC Response:, The closure plan will be revised to ensure that Ecology is informed
of sampling activities sufficiently in advance to ensure that it has ample
opportunity to collect split or duplicate sampies.
; ! | ; :
7-7/9. Delete the werds "monitoring or." A period of ground water monitoring will
be required. S

WHC Response: The referenced verbiabe will .be deleted.

: |
7-7/10. The closure ptan should include enough detail teo allow for a description of
activities to be performed. Delete the word "may."
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N | Fo | | : ‘ :
WHC Response: Because a Phase,ll;of sampling for unit characterization is needed,
the nature And extent of physical ‘activities necessary to close:the unit can still
6nﬂyibe surmised. i Once all sampling results (Phase I and TI) are available, this
section of the cldsure plan will bie revised to include any activities in support of
closure that are required 'during the closure periodfind that are'not specified
elsewhere in the closure plan. * ' ‘
o I oo P - Lo ! ‘
7-7/16 and 18. Descriptions of cap installation and maintenance are activities that
aré more appropriately described in the contingent closure plan within Section 7.7.
Delete the bullets. : o i : | |

j \ [ \ | - . ‘
WHC Response:: The referenced bullets will be deleted.

‘ : | 1 S !

Section 7.6. 'Add ‘an additional bullet which identifies removal or decontamination
of wastes andfor sludges. Also, add an additional bullet to remove or decontaminate
applicable piping. Also, add additional bullets to identify decontamination
verification steps for all applicable medias. ' ' 5
| Lo ! | S ‘
WHC Response:! The unit-specific activities requireé during the closure period to
satisfy WAC 173-3C3-610 (3): (vi) and to implement unit closure strategy that are not
addressed in other Chapter 7.0 sections of the closure plan, will be addressed in
this section as ,indicated in the response to NOD comﬁent 152.

7-7/23. The correct WAC cite is WAC 173-303-650(6).

HHC Response: The citation will be corrected as indicated.
7—?/33), During ar August 11, 1993, Unit Manager's meeting, it was explained that
all discharges to the unit may be ceased by March 1994. If this understanding is
correct, delete the sentence.

WHC Resbonse: Please see the response to NOD Comment 2.
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! ' v :
7-7/35, De]ete!the wording "as rapidly as pract#dab1e“ and insert an action or
activity that wil)l trigger the refekencedistabi]iiation activities.

Cl | D
WHC Response:. The wording "as rapidly asipracticable” will ibe deleted. A bullet
will be inserted indicating that initiation of the contingency closure plan would
occur if samplle analysis indicates dangerpus waste remaining at the unit that is
above health-based cleanup levels and that the Dwner/operatnr7determine5fwil] be
left in place. Such a decision by the owner/operator would be made in coordination
with 100-DR-1 activities regarding final disposition of the entire operable unit and
which will be made with reqgulator involvement. The Postclosure Permit Application
will specify cover monitoring and maintenance. | - .

7-7/41-42. Delete the phrase "following the 100-DR-1 operable unit RFI/CMS" and
insert a description of what action or activitylwill trigger the referenced

submittal of a final closure cover design. |

WHC Response: Please see the response to NOD Comment 160 regarding the events that
would trigger implementation of closure as a tandfill and the appropriateness of
operable unit involvement.
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. I, ‘1 | 1 | :‘! [ P .
7-8/43-44. The prroposal to utilize “sdi]s native ta the:100-D Ponds site and to the
Harford Site" for: cover material is noted with interest, .Also noted op page 4,
lines 30-32, of thhe State Erivironmental Po]icy;Act.Envtroﬁmental Checklist (imcluded
with closure plan), 'isia statement which identifies an intent for the majority of
the fi1l material to come from the, "berms located om the west, north, and east sides
of ‘the pond." To utilize the coal ash in this way, the material:would first be: .
required to be evaluated as suitable material.: In addition, reusing the coal;ash:in
this fashion may subject the use to the dangerous (hazardous) waste designation’ |
pracedures of WAC 173-303-170(1). Under the Dangercus Whste!'Regulations, coal ash
"may" designate for the solid corrosive characteristici{section ~Q90(6)(a)(iij) or
perhaps for a state criteria (sections -101 through :-103). &Evaluate this proposal.
If the intent remains the same, include a description of; steps to be taken to ‘
determine the suitability of the material. In-addﬁtion;!ﬁf applicable), include a
description of steps to be taken to determine the suitability of any fi11 or cover.
material to be utilized. ¥ i I
WHC Response: The closure plan text, and the State (of Washington) Environmental
Pojlicy Act (SEPA) Checklist will be revised to indicate that clean fill material
from other portions 'of the Hanford Site recognized as nohcontamihated will be used,

as' cover material.
i ‘ !

Pages 7-8 - 7-15. Please identify what design: criteria/source was utilized for the
proposed cover. It should be noted that a recpmmencied technical guidance document
for cover designs is entitled "Final Covers on Hazardous Waste Landfills and Surface
Impoundments" (NTIS PB89233480). Please confirm if the proposed is consistent with
the recommended guidance. , ‘

I ! | ' |
WHC Respomse: The conceptual cover for the 100-D Ponds is designed to the criteria
set forth in WAC-173-303-650 (6) (C) (I), which states that the surface impoundment
should be covered with a final cover designed and constructed to: Provide long-term
minimization of the migration of liguids through the closed impoundment with a
material that has a permeability less than or equal to the permeability of the
bottom 1iner system or natural subsoils present;..."
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As indicated within the closure plan, the hydrologic evatuation of landfill cover
performance (HELP) was ‘used for the 'development ofi.a conceptual tpveridbsign for the
2101-M Pond. Because the same chdver design'was used for the 100-D Ponds, HELP -
modeling for the 2101-M. Pond is alse applicable to the 100-D Ponds. The cover
design meets the spirit'and intent of 530-SW-89-047, July 1989, as stated in its
introduction. This and'any othel applicable EPA references used in' the design of
the cover will be added' to 100-D-Ponds closure plan .text. CL L ‘
: ‘ | Lo f o SR o
Pages 7-8 - 7-15. If qecontaminatian‘or removal (ﬁTeanlclosurey|is not attained, a
RCRA cover should be designed and constructed with:best available technology at the
time of construction. IIfi a cover i3 required, a detailed cdver!ﬁesign,linc1Uding
construction specifications, must be subfmitted to the Department of Ecalogy for
approval prior to construction. Include’ a provisiorn to.submit the detailed ', -
construction specifications in the event that “"clean closure is not achieved.
; ‘ S 3 L 1 | Lo :
WHC Response: The following information will be indluded in clasure plan text:
Clean closure of this TS0 unit is fylly expected. However, as required by the
regulations for surface impoundmznts, Section 7.7 of the closure plan presents a
contingency plan for closure of the unit with waste left in place above dangerous
levels. The contingency plan is closure of the unit with a landfill caver. ‘This
section presents for approval an initial conceptual cover design as the basis for a
final cover design. Should cover implementation become necessary, and before cover
construction, functional design criteria and a definitive design based on this
conceptual design will be arrived at. The final cpver would be subject to Ecology
approval. The final cowver design (including as-built changes) would be submitted
with the Postclosure Permit Appl-ication, if required.
|
7-13/11-12. The statement that mo wastes have been buried below the 100-D Ponds is
not an accurate reflection of the usage of the ponds for disposal purpeses. Either

clarify the statement, or add another statement which reflects disposal.
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WHC Regpoms@:, This and the following sentence will be .revised to, indicate thaﬁ no
buried, containerized waste ‘exists;at the Eite, but corpression and consoliidation of
sﬁdiments Wﬁ]]‘occur withldehaterimg, ; poE : '

7-13/12-12.' ) The closure plan does not address the possibility of the existence of
wastes at the unit. In addition, due to: the continued usage of the ponds, 5
wastewater'doéﬁ exist. Therefore, consolidation and:compression of wastes can occur
by dewatering, of wastes. , Either clarify the statement, or add another statement
which reflects that prior td closure, removal, or 'decoritaminatilon of existing'wastes
will occur. : Also, clarify that in the event that closure in place is required,
dewatering of the ponds wi]\ occur prior to the 1nitﬁation of closure activiti;s.

Concurrence

WHC Response:: Please see the response to NGD Colment 165 regarding revision of this
portion of the text, the response to NOD Comment 12 regarding discontinuing use of
the ponds after RCRA closure, and the response to NOD Comment 3 indicating that the
ponds wf]] be dewatered by the time of closure.

‘ ! . | ! . ' .
Section 7.8. Modify as necéssary to incorporate any additional necessary training
courses! to achieve the decorntamination or removal requirements associated with
closurel. ‘ ’ I : ’

WHC Response: The trainﬁmg:matrinpresented in Appendix 7B, Training Course
Descriptions, fulfills the WAC 173-303-330 safety and site-access training
requirements for work at a hazardous waste site, .containing radiological and/or
dangerous waste, regardless of the nature of the activities. Job qualifications,
i.e., discipline training such as sampler, equipment operator, are not addressed
within this closure plan.

7-15/12. Due to the number of necessdry changes to the closure plan, a definition
of "actual closure activities" is requested. If closure-related work is to be done
prior to the approval of the closure plan, a clear identification of which
activities will be performed through this plan is requested.
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HHC mPspumse ;.Wurther a1t1v1tues in . support of c]ucurs3 such as sampl1ng or

decontamlmat1dm as agreed to with regulators, will .be, delineated in the ! 'work p1aus
that must be submitted, to the Tead regulatory agency for review (Section 7.8) and
wull a]so be dellnedted in' the appropruate sections of the revnsed c]osurp p1an

7#15/21 Elthar deﬂete the RRFI1/CMS dCIOHym or wr1té ou1 the words "Remud1a1 Field
Invnst1gat10ns/£orr9ctnve Measures Study " :
WHC Response ThL dcronym RFI/CMS can be replaced by the term RCRA Pasl Practice
Operab]e Unit. \ ‘ !

| ‘
F#gure 7-3. Vhe l]osure schedule should be re-drawn to ref]ect the mod1f1cat10ns
that '‘will b& ma.de to tlhe clgsure p]an | .

b ! ‘ :
HHC Hesponse Figure 7-3 will be revised to reflect further act1v1f1es in support
of closure, such Phase 11 samp]]ﬂg, és agreed to with rPguIators : 1
Fﬁgure 7-3. |Déletelfootnete number 1. The activities qe<nr1bed in the: closure plan
do not meet the: r equrement< of WAC 173- 303 and cahnot’ beiapproved as a “RCRA/TSD
unit" 1nteguat1on ; o o
WHC Response: The closure qchedu]e will be revised to He1|ect new activities in
support of HQRA unit closure, such as Phase II sampling and/or any decontamination
or removal activities required to achieve specified cleanup levels, and the dates
for the performance of the activities. However, as indicated in previous comment
responses, dnyifurther activities required to close the RCRA TSD unit must continue
to be integrated wherever possible with the activities of the 100-DR-1 Dperable
Unit. Consequently, for accuracy, the schedule for future TSD unit closure
activities will reflect coordination with the operable unit schedule.

Figure 7-3. Delete footnote number 2. As integration has not been achieved, the
completion deadlines associated with the operable unit are not necessary within this
document.
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MHC Résponse Please see 1he response to Comment 171 régard1ng comt1nu1ng
integiration 01 RCRA and RCRA past pract1ce aLthItIGS for d1o<ure of the ;00 D
F’Onds ! : : b ' . . . Do ; o
F1gur@ 7-3. Modlfy the f1gure to ref]ect the schedule of act1v1t1es om]y associated
with the closure of 100-D Ponds. ‘In addition, such. activities should: "inchude
conduﬁtance of a radlation survey,. ‘decontamination or removal ‘to identified c]eanup
leveli§, decontamination’ verification sampling, analyze vermf1dat1on sampling,
eva1u§te data, further deconiam1nat1on or rpmova1 decontamlnat10n ver}fncat1oﬁ
sampliing, etc i i : Lo . ! C
WHC Rﬁsponse o Regardwng redraW1ng the schpdu]e to include new c]osure act1v1t1es
p]eaﬂt see thF response - to Comment.:171. . ‘ | j “\

| | ' ' ‘
F1gurh 7-5. Modify the: dateb and ;months to agree w1th the c1osure acﬁ1v1t1es and
dates!that will be performedlupon appruval of the closure p1an ' ;

‘ |
WHC Rhsponse .~ This schedule w111 be updated to co1nc1de with rev1sed 15D|un1t
c]osure activities. o : | ‘

Sect1nn 7.11. ' Please| include a pr0v1sﬁon'to subm1f to the Ec ]ody Unit Manager, a
copy nf any field logbooks anerdted in relation ta closure of 100-D Ponds.

WHC FHSPOHSE . A copy of f1e|d Togbook WHC~N-205 No. 15, for Phaxe I sampling, was
submitted to Ecology as Appendlx 7C of Revision 0 of the closure plan. The closure
plan text will be revised to include a requ1rement that field logbooks will also be
subm1tted to tco]ogy ‘ }

Chapter 7. The draft perﬁit for the treatment, storage, and dispesal of dangerous
waste for the Hanford facility may contain conditions to address several items not
addressed/included within the c¢losure plan. Should the permit go into effect prior
to the approval of the closure plan for this unit, the applicable conditions must be
incorporated.
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WHC Res pomse Rev1sed permit gonditions hmpact1ng TSD unit c]osurP act1w1t1es Will
be lncdwporated lnto the c]osune plan where approprlate ' :

Chapter VI P1ease include a provis jon that spllt or dup]1cate samples w111 Qe
pr0V1de ﬁo Ecotudy upon request “ : ] | fy

WHC Reﬁponse Ihe closure plan will include verbxaqe that prov1des for amp]e
notification to" qu1ogy of sampl]ng events 50 that Lcology can: obta1n sp11t or
dup]1catp samp]us , ! ‘ ‘ | ‘ ‘

| ' |
Figure!' ? 4. Lf the draft permlt for ‘the treatment, storage, and disposdl of
dangerous waste- for the Hanford facility is f1na1129d, in effect, and contains a
condition requiring the certifiication to be 51gned by applicabte permittees, [
F1gure 7-4 will. .be required to, be m dlfled

WHC Respomse., Reu1sed permit conditions regardung closure certification: s1gwaturp-
presently indicate that the closure certification will be only signed by the:
ownerﬁnperator, which is the U S. Department of 'Energy, Richland Field 0ff1ée

7- 16/7 11, P]ease c1te WAC 1]3 303-610(6) in th1s section.

WHC Response.- WAC 1?3 303- 610(6) will be cited in this section as reque<ted
8-1/17. {ﬁ the‘drafﬂ permit for the treatment, storage, and dlsposa1 of . danqerous
waste for the Hanforq facility is finalized, in effect, and contains a condition
requiring the certification to be signed by applicable permittees, Figure 7-4 will
be required to pe moqlfled :

WHC Responmse: Regarding signatures required on the certification of closure, please
see the response to NOD Comment 178.
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.R 1/16 ﬁn add]tlon to the requlat1on cited, please 1nc]ude WAL 17!-!03 610[10).

WAC 173- 303- 610(10) w1ﬂ] be cited as squested

leC Respmnae
|

. \1
WHC wespnnSe:I The text c1tdt1un will be corrected ?q 'indicate'r!E

‘B~1/38. The correct 11te s 40 CFR 265. 119

! Lo l ]
8-1/43. Change the cites from WAC 173-303-610(7) (d) .and 40 CFR 264 ll’(c) to
WAC ]73 303- 510(') and 40 (fR 265. 117, respectively.

WHC Response The referenced y]osure plan text and Lhe regulatory reFPWEnce that
support it, WAC 173-303-610(7) (d) and 40 CFR 264. 117{(c}, spec1f1ca]1y address
property use restrictions that are appropriate for inclusion ih a deed. The more
general references suggested in the comment also include postclosure _g_e of the
property, Wh]Lh is not a function of the deed. i , !

8-2/8. Delete the word residual. '

WHC Respunse The word residual will be deleted as suggested.

8-2/10-12. As the unit is utilized for disposal purposes,:
contamination is; expegted

lt can be arqued that
Delete the wording "although not expected.”

WHC Response: The referenced text will be deleted as being unmecessaryu
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|

ﬂ 2/13 15 Add 2 staiem&nt whlqh r@f]ects thdt if app1mrable, past-closure care of
the property | ‘will be conducted in accordange w1th WAC 173-303-610(7), 650(6) and
645 It ,hoqu be noted that thie RCRA requirements of WAC 173-303 must be satisfied
and cannot approﬁrlatuﬂylhe deferred to anbther proqram ' As stated above under
Gomment 1+2/17-19, the Tri-Party Agreement:providés for a simultaneous investigation

f grmundwafer contamination for ®CRA TSD units and'CERCLA operable units. The |
reviewer lntérprets this provision to address ground wateér conptamination and
g]t1mate1j corrective actﬂon(s) associated with the unite. It is inappropriate to
diefer ldecont amination verification activities related to the RCRA:TSD to another
program. i In addition, if corrective action is required @1 e., ground water
mon1t0r1ng indjcates the disposal -unit is the .source of contamination), the
torreot1vb drtlon requ1erent5 of NAC 173- 3@3 645'will bﬂ 1mpcsed |

i | .
WHC Rﬂsponsp The text w111 be revised to|1nd1ca1e that" post- -closure care jof the
property will!be conducted in accordance with WAC 173- 303 61017) and 650(6), and,
w111 Meet thP technical quUIrements of WAC 173-303-645. i

Regand1ng the appropr1ateness of the coordination of groundwater and source operable
unit Pemed1at1on, please see thn responsesmto NOD Comment.s 5 and 4 respectively.
‘3—2/15. Wr|tp out the words fow 1he "RFI/EMS" acronym

|
WHC Respomsé:: Piease see ‘the response to NOD Comment 70.

B8-2/24., Inrlude that the data will also be used to comply with WAC 173-303-650, 6%0

and 645 requirements. .
|

WHC Response: The text will be revised to include the referenced citations.
However, adherence to WAC 173-303-645 requirements will be limited to adherence to
the technical requirements of WAC 173-303-645, as indicated in the response to NOD
Comment 4 and 186.
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8-2/42-45. Delete the sentence ahd specify ‘that the postclosure inspection will
centinue until such time as is specified by WAC 173-303-610, 650 and 645. ‘

N ; I ' . : ‘ :
WHE Reésponse: The sentence will be deleted as an unnecessary restatement of the
previous sentence. | ' : i o |

di ] ' FI . : '
833/512.1.1. Please ‘confirm ifi the described security controls have changed.
R?yis?;the dps#riptidn accordingly, if applicable. i \ ‘
HHE.R¢$ponse: ﬁTHe description Will be revised regarding‘aqceéi from the Columbia
Rﬁver Fo read,f“The Banks of th2 Columbia River bordering the Hanford Site are
posted 'No Trespassing'." | ; !
8r4/2ﬂf30. Speicify that: the ground water monitoring will be cdndudted under an '
approved, postclosure ground water monitoring plan, if applicable. " Delete the
description of the current ground water monitoring program.

. ‘ : I ‘ .
WHC Response: The closure plan text will be revised to include the following
information: The'groundwater monitoring program will be assessed at the time of
closure and a revised monitoring plan will be prepared and submitted for approval if
needed. If the current monitoring program meets the needs of post-closure
monitoring, the ¢urrent program will be continued.

8-4/32-35. See comments under 5-1/12-15, 5-1/22 and Chapter 5.0. The ground water
monitoring program which will be implementecd should be described here.
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193.

194,

195,

, The asses&ment m0n1tor1ng program Lannot 'be descrlbed at this t1me
Its form| woulq depend on what chnst1tuent Eriggered assessment, its dlﬁtrybu11on,
and concéntration. It is not known at thla p01nt whether addlﬁIona] wells would be
needed, what constituents to ‘add to the dnalyte 1ist, etc. ‘Assessment programs are
ta110ned ‘to the results of the ﬁndlcator evaluation proqram, and at 100-D’ Ponds, the
indicator, program has not yét shown an adverse ~impact on grmunﬁwater qua];ty The
closure plan fext will be revised to state that if an assessmert p]dm|1s needed it
will be preparec and submltted to the regula1ors for apprOVﬁl |

the WAC 173- 303-645 and indicate that the ground water ‘detection,

action proqramls) will be conduc%ed ln a%cordance with

WHC Respwnse

8- 4/3T 4'
compliance, and/or COYYElt]VP
those requirements. o
WHC Response: f P]ease 'see the response to NOU comment 27 lnd1cat1mg ‘that the interim
status groundwater m0n1t0r1ng program can suffice for unit ¢losure when the interim
status program meets theutechn11a1 requlrmments of the tlmaT status program.

8-5/24. Does the term “ma1ntenénce action" address minor and major erosion damage?
Please spec1fy wh1ch type of er051on damage w111 be ln111atvd within the 90 day time
period. :

WHC Response' "Ma]nfénance éct10n“ is synonymous with “ﬁ1nor damage:. " The text
will be revised to indicate that repairs of "minor damaqe“ w1ll be 1n1t1ated within
90 days of the time of discovery. | !

8-5/25-27. In the event that repairs cannot return the site starfaces to predamaged
conditionms, specify that the postclosure plan will be amendpd in ac¢ordance with
WAC 173-303-610(8)(d).

The text will be revised to include verbiage indicating that where

WHC Respanse:
Lhe postclosure

site damage has occurred that requires cover-design modifications,
plan will be amended fin accordance with WAC 173-303-610(8)(d).



197.

198.

199.

200.

" 100-D PONDS_CLOSURE PLAN REVISION 0 i January 12, 1994

: NOTICE OF DkFIC[ENFY RESPONSE TABLE T Page 77 of 78
o S ﬁ L | o | I
ST ‘ s D o .
SN ' l ' Commemts/Rnsponge ; 3 Ji _ Concurrence

8-6/8.2. 6‘3 In the event‘that field maintenance protedmreg are 1nadequaté to
correct qround water monitoring well problems, sppclfy that the postc1osur9 pham
will be amended in accordamqe with WAC 173- 30% 6[0(8)(d) co . N

[ o |

WHC Rwsponse : The text. W1W1 include verbuage 1nd1cat1nq thqt where mon1torung well

damag? that requires modification of the groundwater mom]torlng nrogrmm\uC|UW' the
ostc osure p]an will be amended in adcordancp with WAC 173 -303- 610(8)(d)

8- 8/4! The legend should read “Dangér - Unauthnrized Persunne] Keep‘Out

|
HHC Response: The closuﬂe plan text w111 be r evised to include the indicated
verblage Newly 1nsta11ed signs at the TSD unit now indicate the desured verhiage.
Lo
. 8- 8/ﬂ0—43 What time frame is the statement referrlng to?. If s1tew1de controlled
access requ1r9ments change prior to closure is the bu11ding of a fence bplmg
prop0>ed7 1h9 statement is unclear. b ‘

| :
WHC RéSponsé This section of the closure plan depicts care pf the unit during a
postclosure. monitoring period. The referenced text will:be revised to indicate that
if Hanford 4ecur1ty changes during an extended postclosure period, specifically if
public access to the site is allowed, a fence will be installed around the unit
having warnfing signs wired to it so as to be seen from any approach.
B8-9/8.4. Please cite WAC 173-303-610(8) 1in this section. |
WHC Responsi: WAC 173-303-610(8) will be cited in this sectipn as requésted.
8-9/29-36. Please cite WAC 173-303-610(9) in this paragraph.

WHC Response: WAC 173-303-610{9) will be cited in this section as requésted.
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| 1
201. 8-9/35—40. Please c1te NAC 171 303 610{10) in this paragraph ' \

C Response: MA( 17% 303 6]0(}0) wa]ﬂ be c1ted in this: sect1om as reQueﬁted
|
202. 8-9/8.6. Please L1te WA! 173-303- 610(11) in this section. ;

WHC Response: WAL 173—303—610(1H) vwill be cited in this sectiom;as reduested.

203. Table 8-1. Indicate that well conditioh will be inspected each time the well is
sampled (i.e., at same frequency of well sampling).

WHC Response: As indicated. 1n Section 8. 2.2, both groundwater sampling and well
condition will be inspected semi-annually. Because groundwater sampling and well
inspection will be performed By the same individuals, Table 8-1 will be revised to
indicate that well condition will be inspected when sampling is performed.
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